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CHAPTER I. 
INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND^ 
Vocational agriculture students have the opportunity to develop 
agricultural knowledge and skills through planned instruction of three 
types; classroom and laboratory, F.F.A. activities, and supervised 
occupational experiences (SOE). Each instructional methodology comple­
ments and supplements the others to prepare people for entry and 
advancement in agricultural occupations. 
According to Arnold (U.S. Office of Education Document 81011, 
1965), former Assistant Commissioner for Vocational and Technical 
Education in the foreword to "Objectives for Vocational and Technical 
Education in Agriculture," the Vocational Education Act of 1963 
broadened and strengthened the scope of vocational and technical 
education in agriculture. The objectives were restated to incorporate 
emerging changes and concepts related to the occupational needs of 
workers. 
The Joint Committee of the U.S. Office of Education (1965) and the 
American Vocational Association made the following statements about 
successful vocational agriculture programs: 
As a part of Project 2384 of the Iowa Agriculture and Hoae Economics 
Experiment Station, the research procedures for this study were 
reviewed and approved by the Iowa State University Committee on the 
Use of Human Subjects in Research. 
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In view of the dynamic nature of agriculture and our 
society, diversity, flexibility, and adaptability will 
characterize programs of the future. No single pattern 
can adequately fulfill all of these purposes (p. 3). 
Experience and training in production agriculture are 
either essential or highly advantageous for workers in 
all agricultural occupations (p. 6). 
The Joint Committee related that in order to accomplish the six 
major program objectives: coordination of the course of study and 
supervised occupational experience would be required; appropriate 
programs must be developed for persons engaged or seeking to engage in 
agricultural occupations other than production agriculture; pro­
vision must be made for prospective agriculture workers to investigate 
themselves and their opportunities, in order to make tentative occupa­
tional choices; Instructors must accept the primary responsibility for 
directing student acquisition of needed abilities; successful programs 
must provide for the development of essential human relations abilities; 
and participation In the leadership development aspect of the voca­
tional agriculture program (F.F.A.) is needed to develop constructive, 
effective leadership abilities required by modern agriculture. 
SOE allows students to learn by doing tasks associated with agri­
cultural occupations at various work sites in a community. Properly 
developed SOE plans lead vocational agriculture students to participa­
tion in supervised agricultural activities designed to help them 
achieve their occupational goals (U.S. Office of Education} 196?)= 
Through such plans, community resources are made accessible to students 
as learning environments; support for the school is engendered. 
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Research conducted by Williams (1977a) established a need for 
supervised occupational experience (SOE) program instructional materials. 
To meet this need, Williams (1977b) and associates developed an SOE 
instructional packet based on research findings. The SOE packet was 
developed around objectives in the problem areas of: student recogni­
tion of the importance of SOE in vocational agriculture; student selec­
tion of SOE programs, based on interests, experiences, and resources 
available; and student activities to guide the development of detailed 
individual plans for SOE programs. 
Pursuant to the development of the SOE instructional packet, Briers 
(1978) conducted research to determine the effectiveness of the SOE 
instructional packet when used for beginning vocational agriculture stu­
dents in Iowa. Since this study is a follow up of the Briers (1978) 
experiment, a summary of his research procedure is appropriate: 
The study was conducted during fall semester, 1977, to 
evaluate the effectiveness of an instructional packet on 
SOE programs for beginning vocational agriculture stu-
uêutô In Iowa. Effectiveness was assessed in terms of 
(1) student knowledge of SOE, (2) student attitude toward 
SOE, and (3) student planning of individual SOE programs. 
Two treatment levels were used: (I) teachers were 
provided the instructional packet and inservice education 
on its use (experimental group) and (2) teachers were not 
allowed access to the instructional packet (control 
group). 
The pretest-posttest control group design was used in the 
study. Pretest measures of (1) student personal and 
situation variables5 (2) student knowledge of SOE and 
(3) student attitude toward SOE were collected before the 
experimental instruction began. At the conclusion of 
this instruction, posttest instruments collected infor­
mation concerning (1) student knowledge of SOE, (2) stu­
dent attitude toward SOE, (3) student planning of their 
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SOE programs, and (4) teacher personal, situational, 
and programmatic variables. 
Teachers were randomly selected from a frame of 
experienced vocational agriculture teachers in Iowa, 
and they were randomly assigned to the control or 
experimental group. Actually, each experimental unit 
consisted of the teacher and his beginning vocational 
agriculture class (Briers, 1978, pp 59-60). 
Statement of the Problem 
Briers (1978) found the SOE packet to be initially effective in 
two ways: (1) "the experimental treatment group classes improved their 
SOE knowledge scores significantly more than the control treatment 
group classes," indicating that the packet was effective in developing 
student understanding about the role and function of SOE in vocational 
agriculture and (2) "the experimental treatment group performed signifi­
cantly better than the control treatment group on the SOE Program Plan­
ning Inventory," indicating the packet was effective in leading stu­
dents to develop a plan for SOE as a part of vocational agriculture. 
Sinee tuc SOE packet was effective in helping students plan an 50E 
program, and since SOE is a major learning method used in vocational 
agriculture, it was hypothesized that students in the experimental 
treatment group should achieve more knowledge of agriculture than stu­
dents in the control treatment group. 
Briers (1978) recommended further research to monitor student edu­
cational and occupational plans and determine the long term effects of 
the SOE Instructional packet on students In his experiment. Therefore, 
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the problem identified for this study was; How effective was the SOE 
packet in developing student agricultural knowledge while enrolled in 
vocational agriculture? 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to evaluate the effectiveness of an 
SOE instructional packet for beginning vocational agriculture students. 
The objectives of this study were to: 
1. Identify personal and situational characteristics of junior 
vocational agriculture students in Iowa. 
2. To assess changes in occupational and educational plans of 
vocational agriculture students in Iowa. 
3. Determine the agricultural knowledge achievement of vocational 
agriculture students in Iowa. 
4. Describe the agricultural knowledge achievement levels of 
students by selected characteristics. 
WCAi llltkAiC A. iJteWOAfcW ^ t» Jk. 
cultural knowledge achievement variables. 
6. Determine the effectiveness of an SOE instructional packet 
when evaluated in terms of the following student agricultural 
knowledge achievement variables; 
a. knowledge of animal science. 
b. knowledge of plant and soil science. 
c. knowledge of agricultural mechanics. 
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7. Determine if significant relationships exist between teacher 
stability and the student agricultural knowledge variables. 
8. Determine if significant relationships exist among student 
agricultural knowledge achievement variables and student 
knowledge of SOE, student attitude toward SOE and student 
SOE program planning. 
Need for the Study 
Briers (1978) asserted that "vocational agriculture instruction 
must be flexible and individualized to accommodate a wide range of educa­
tional aspirations" (p. 122). He also related that vocational agricul­
ture teachers have teaching loads that are excessive in terms of 
numbers of: classes taught, preparations to be made, students enrolled, 
and non-teaching duties. 
In his summary of instructional materials literature review, Briers 
(1978) related that several researchers "suggested that instructional 
materials continue to be evaluated in ordes to determine their educa­
tional value" (p. 38). 
Williams (1977a) stated "evaluation should occur during the plan­
ning and conducting stages as well as after an outcome or result has 
been realized" (p. 28). 
Thus, the study was needed to provide data relevant to student 
progress and achievement in vocational agriculture and to assess the 
long term (two and one half years) effect of the SOE packet on students. 
/ 
Definition of Terms 
Supervised occupational experience (SOE) - all planned student 
activities in agriculture conducted by a vocational agriculture student 
outside of class for which systematic instruction and supervision are 
provided. 
Briers experiment - the study (Briers 1978) designed to evaluate 
the initial effectiveness of an SOE instructional packet. 
SOE instructional packet, instructional packet, or SOE packet -
printed materials that outlined subject matter and suggested methods 
for teaching SOE to beginning vocational agriculture students. This 
packet constituted the "treatment level" for the "experimental schools" 
in Briers (1978) experiment and for this study. 
Student agricultural knowledge achievement - cognitive outcomes 
as measured by Animal Science, Plant and Soil Science and Agricultural 
Mechanics Subtests of the Agribusiness Achievement Test (Peterson, 
Harvill and Horner, 1973). 
Participants - students who were subjects in the Brier's (1978) 
experiment and who were still enrolled in vocational agriculture at the 
same school at the time of the study. 
Project team - staff members in Agricultural Education and grad­
uate students at Iowa State University who worked on Project 2384 
(Williams, 1975) — Conducting Supervised Occupational Experience in 
Agriculture — of the Iowa Agriculture and Home Economics Experiment 
Station. 
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CHAPTER II. 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
The review of literature presented in this chapter will be limited 
to printed matter and research relating to (1) evaluation of education­
al activities, and (2) agricultural knowledge achievement. This review 
should be recognized as complementary to earlier review by Williams 
(1977a), Briers (1978), and Rawls (1978). These researchers presented 
comprehensive reviews of literature for the following areas which are 
important to the theoretical bases of this study: 
1. Historical and philosophical bases for supervised 
occupational experience as a learning method in vocational 
agriculture, 
2. Research related to supervised occupational experience in 
vocational agriculture, 
3. Evaluation of vocational agriculture instructional materials. 
Evaluation of Educational Activities 
Webster's New Twentieth Century Dictionary (1978) defines evalua­
tion as determining the worth of; finding the amount of value of; or 
appraising. The purpose of this study was to evaluate the effective-
ness of an instructional packet for supervised occupational experience 
(SOE) pEôgramâ in terms of agricultural knowledge achievement by Voca­
tional agriculture students. 
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Jones (1977, p. 28-30), in summarizing and quoting the work of 
Tyler (1950) on evaluation of educational endeavors, wrote: 
...the process of evaluation is used for the purpose of 
"determining the degree to which...changes in behavior 
are actually taking place" (p. 69)...evaluation must be 
an appraisal of the behavior of the student since the 
behavioral change is sought through education; and that 
there must be more than one appraisal in order to detect 
change in behavior...the scores resulting from an evalua­
tion of multiple behaviors would be a profile of behav­
iors rather than a single score or descriptive term. 
These analytical profiles should be comparable from one 
evaluation to the next so that comparisons and observa­
tions of change may be made. Tyler added that hypotheses 
for changes should be made and checked against the data 
that are available, then the valid conclusions should 
be acted upon.... 
Tyler (1950, pp. 80-81) stated: 
Evaluation procedures also have great importance in the 
individual guidance of pupils...evaluation becomes one 
of the important ways of providing information about the 
success of the school to the school's clientele. 
Ultimately, schools need to be appraised in terms of 
their effectiveness in attaining important objectives. 
This means that ultimately evaluation results need to 
be translated in terms that will be understandable to 
parents and the public generally.... Increasingly, we 
must expect to use evaluation procedures to determine 
what changes are actually taking place in students and 
where we are achieving our curriculum objectives and 
where we must make still further modifications in order 
to get an effective educational program (Jones 1977, 
pp. 28-30), 
Garvin (1971) stated that the measurement is not the end product, 
because the justification for taking the measurement is that something 
will be done in regard to the degree to which instructional objectives 
have been attained, and that the purpose of assessing achievement is to 
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enable those who conduct the instructional process to make informed 
decisions in regard to the process. 
Following a review of the literature related specifically to 
evaluating instructional materials in vocational agriculture, Briers 
(1978) concluded that: 
Studies which evaluated instructional materials in 
vocational agriculture gave varying results. Some 
of the experiments found that the materials were 
successful in increasing student knowledge of 
subject matter. On the other hand, several studies 
did not detect difference in student achievement 
between experimental and control group treatments. 
Collectively, the experiments suggest that properly 
constructed materials and carefully designed exper­
iments combine to result in detectable differences 
in achievement. 
Research procedures also varied from study to study. 
The most popular experimental designs were the 
posttest only control group design and the pretest-
posttest control group design. Similarly, the most 
frequently used criterion measure was student 
cognitive knowledge. Other criteria included stu­
dent attitudes and student proficiency in performing 
skills (Briers 1978, p. 38). 
This theoretical base provided a rationale tor the design of the 
experiment conducted by Briers (1978) and for this study. 
The literature indicated that there is a need for assessment of 
the degree to which desired outcomes of an educational activity (such 
is the one being evaluated in this research) are being attained. 
Evaluation of the SOE packet is needed for two reasons: (1) to assess 
the value of the packet as a tool used in helping reach desired educa­
tional outcomes through vocational agriculture programs, and (2) to 
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provide information that is necessary for the facilitation of sound 
program decisions by persons who are responsible for the conduct of 
vocational agriculture programs. 
Agricultural Knowledge Achievement 
Webster's New Twentieth Century Dictionary (1978) defines 
achievement as attainment, gain, or accomplishment through exertion. 
Instructional programs in agriculture, historically, have been 
concerned with the dissemination of knowledge; which, when successful, 
results in the empowerment of individuals to establish and succeed in 
achieving personal objectives. 
Agricultural education in the secondary schools is a 
systematic educational program designed to provide 
students with skills and competencies needed to 
succeed in both on-farm and off-farm agricultural 
occupations» The Vocational Education Act of 1963 
broadened the program of vocational agriculture to 
include training for all occupations in which 
knowledge and skill in agriculture subjects are 
involved (U.S. Office of Education, Developing 
supervised occupational experiences in agriculture, 
iii). 
The U.S. Office of Education (1965), publication entitled 
"Objectives for Vocational and Technical Education in Agriculture" 
states the major program objectives. The first two are concerned with 
the development of competencies (skills, abilities, understandings, 
and knowledge) needed by persons engaged in or preparing to engage in 
production agriculture or occupations in agriculture other than 
production agriculture. Therein, the following statements were made; 
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Objective 1. To develop agricultural competencies 
needed by individuals engaged in or preparing to 
engage in production agriculture 
The attainment of this major objective requires 
competencies in one or more areas of plant science, 
animal science, soil science, agricultural 
business management, and agricultural mechanization. 
There are several different occupational levels at 
which individuals are engaged in production agricul­
ture (owner-operator, manager, tenant, technician, 
laborer, etc.). Since the knowledge and skills 
needed at different levels vary, educational programs 
designed to prepare and upgrade individual workers 
must also vary in length and level of instruction. 
Fulfilling this major objective requires coordination 
of the course of study and supervised occupational 
experience(p. 5). 
Objective 2. To develop agricultural competencies 
needed by individuals engaged in or preparing to 
engage in agricultural occupations other than pro­
duction agriculture 
The efficient production of agricultural commodities 
requires many goods and services usually provided by 
specialized businesses. The productivity of the 
agricultural economy will be influenced by the 
competencies of the workers in these businesses.... 
Experience and training in production agriculture 
are either essential or highly advantageous for 
workers in all agricultural occupations(p. 6). 
The foremost contributing objective for objective number two 
above was "Understand and apply the principles of soil science, plant 
science, animal science, management, and mechanization as they relate 
to agricultural occupations (U.S. Office of Education 1965, p. 6)." 
Concerning occupational plans. Briers (1978, pp. 71=72) reported 
his findings stating: 
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Over one-half of the students plan to enter production 
agriculture.... About 14 percent off-farm agricultural 
occupations, while 21 percent do not anticipate talcing 
an agricultural job...only 11 percent of these begin­
ning vocational agriculture students were undecided.... 
These data agree with other recent studies which 
analyzed the occupational plans of students enrolled 
in vocational agriculture in Iowa. Williams (1977a) 
reported that 48 percent of the 175 students in his 
sample planned to farm, 13 percent choose off-farm 
agribusiness, and 38 percent planned to seek non-agri­
cultural occupations. By1er and Kaas (1976) reported 
in a study of over 600 junior and senior Iowa high 
School vocational agriculture students these data; 
54 percent of the students planned to enter farming 
occupations; 18 percent, off-farm agricultural occupa­
tions; and 28 percent, non-agricultural occupations 
(Briers 1978, pp. 71-71). 
Snygg (1968) writing about the achievement of knowledge from the 
viewpoint of cognitive field theorists related that; (1) all behavior 
is directed toward maintenance and increasing the organization of 
phenomena, (2) some phenomena are in the future and can not be resolved, 
(3) the unresolved future causes individuals to need a reinforcement of 
their faith in their ability to deal successfully with the future^ (4) 
individuals seek this reinforcement through efforts to achieve increased 
feelings of self-worth or esteem. Snygg (1968) continued, relating that 
the implications of these mentioned premises in cognitive field theory 
cause one to conclude that educational endeavors and activities must 
concern the things and problems students recognize as real, true, and 
important, in addition to this, Snygg (1968, p. 25) said that "an 
efficient curriculum will provide students with opportunities to put 
their concepts into action and will encourage them to do so." 
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Vocational agriculture programs allow students to put concepts 
and principles into action through three types of instructional efforts; 
classroom and laboratory, F.F.A. (leadership development) activities, 
and supervised occupational experience (SOE). The crux of this study 
is student achievement of knowledge through participation in SOE. 
SOE as an instructional method is consonant in its design in terms of 
being a curricular asset. Briers (1978) concluded from his review of 
SOE literature that: 
(1)...students, parents, teachers, teacher educators, 
and state supervisors believe SOE is an important 
method of instruction in vocational agriculture, (2) 
that various factors and procedures are effective in 
assisting students to initiate successful SOE 
programs, and (3) that the vocational agriculture 
teacher and class play major roles in the process 
of SOE development. One of the impetuses to successful 
SOE programs is classroom instruction on the purposes 
and types of SOE programs and steps in their selection 
and development (Briers 1978, p. 28). 
By1er and Kaas (1976) reported: 323 of 591 students (54.65%) 
having work experiences In on-farm agricultural occupations they were 
planning to enter, 102 (17.26%) having work experiences in off-farm 
agricultural occupations they were planning to enter, and 106 (28.08%) 
having work experiences in non-agricultural occupations they were 
planning to enter. 
Rawls (1978) reported SOE participation as follows: 
Only four percent of the students did not participate in 
an SOE program while enrolled in vocational agriculture. 
Seventy-nine percent of the students participated in a 
farming program during their vocational agriculture 
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program. Slightly less than one-half (44 percent) 
of the students participated in a farm placement 
program and 23 percent of the students participated 
in agribusiness placement. School laboratories 
were used by 47 percent of the students to obtain 
occupational experience. One-third (33 percent) of 
the students participated in exploratory experience 
programs at some time in vocational agriculture. 
Almost one-half (45 percent) of the students par­
ticipated in more than one type of occupational 
experience program. It was observed that 16 percent 
of the students with no F.F.A. degree did not have 
an SOE program while enrolled in vocational agricul­
ture. ... 
Almost two-thirds (64 percent) of the parents felt 
that farming programs were the most important type 
of SOE for their sons and daughters. Approximately 
20 percent felt that employment on a farm or 
employment in an agribusiness was the most impor­
tant. 
Over 50 percent of the parents in each group, 
except parents of students with no F.F.A. degree, 
indicated that farming programs were the most 
important SOE for their sons and daughters 
(Rawls 1978, pp. 39-41). 
When describing the types of SOE that 196 students in his study 
had, Williams (1977a) stated: 
Many of the students participated in more than one 
type of SOE while enrolled in vocational agriculture. 
Only 6.6 percent of the students indicated that they 
did not have SOE in vocational agriculture. 
Eight out of every ten students who had occupational 
experience participated in a farming program while 
enrolled in vocational agriculture. However, only 23 
percent of the respondents had farming programs as 
their last SOE. One-half of the students received 
occupational experience through farm placement and 
almost one-third participated in cooperative agri­
business placement. Thirty-seven percent of the 
students had one of these two types of cooperative 
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programs as their final SOE in vocational agriculture 
studies. Almost one-fourth (22 percent) of the stu­
dents used school laboratories to obtain their final 
SOE. Sixteen percent of the respondents reported 
participation in supervised exploratory experience 
programs as part of their vocational agriculture 
education. Eleven percent reported that this type 
of experience was their final SOE (Williams (1977a, 
pp. 39-40). 
Snygg (1968) stated five important aspects that should be con­
sidered in the evaluation of student achievements resulting from 
educational activities. The first of these is that the educational 
activities have to relate to things and problems that students view as 
real, accurate, and important if they are to secure the attention, time, 
and active involvement of students. Second is that provisions must 
be made for students to be both encouraged to test their concepts by 
putting them into action and given opportunities to do so. Snygg 
continued by saying that if new concepts are to be effective and 
remembered, it is best that students discover the concepts. The 
fourth to bê considered is the consonance of prâCcicès ànd purposes. 
The last of the aspects listed by Snygg (1968) is that : 
The central purpose of all curricula is the maximization 
of human resources to help...people to become healthy 
productive citizens, happy people, wise voters, who take 
their places in society and do their share of its work 
(Snygg 1968, p. 27). 
The SOE packet under test in this research was developed to help 
students discover their interest in agriculture, to Identify occupa­
tional objectives, and to develop plans for an SOE program that would 
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enable them to achieve needed knowledges for agricultural occupations. 
Briers (1978) found that the SOE packet was effective as follows: 
For each of the three dependent variables used to 
evaluate the SOE instructional packet, the exper­
imental treatment group scored higher than the 
control treatment group on the posttest measure. 
The SOE knowledge scores and the SOE attitude scores 
were significantly higher for the posttest than the 
pretest. This indicated that knowledge of SOE and 
attitude toward SOE increased and became more 
positive, respectively, during the experimental 
phase for the combined groups. Moreover, the 
experimental treatment group showed a statistically 
higher (p <.10) Increase than the control treatment 
group. Similarly, attitude change from pretest to 
posttest favored the experimental treatment group; 
however, this change was not statistically signifi­
cant. Finally, the experimental treatment group 
performed highly significantly better (p < .01) in 
planning their SOE programs as measured by the SOE 
Program Planning Inventory (Briers 1978, p. 115). 
Popham (1971) identified uses of achievement measures as follows: 
(1) to evaluate individuals, (2) to evaluate instruction and instruc­
tional methods, (3) to pretest (in a diagnostic fashion), and (4) to 
assess terminal achievement. 
Peterson, Harvill, and Horner (1973, p. 5) stated: 
...this test is essentially diagnostic in nature, 
whether the diagnosis is for individual students... 
or curricular analysis The results will 
indicate areas of strength and weakness and 
vocational directions in which a student may be 
especially gifted.... For the school administrator, 
the results of the Agribusiness Achievement Test 
can be a substantial aid In evaluating curriculum 
and programs of Instruction. 
Jones (1977) stated that: 
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it is desirable, necessary, and feasible to 
evaluate both students and curricula by 
measuring changes effected in student behavior. 
In the evaluation of both, it is the degree 
of success or achievement of the aims or 
objectives of instruction that determines the 
stature of the students and the curriculum 
(Jones 1977, p. 37). 
In summary, vocational agriculture is an instructional program 
that enables students to achieve knowledge in animal science, plant 
and soil science, agricultural mechanics, and other areas. SOE is a 
learning method used to aid in the achievement process. The SOE 
packet was designed to aid students in selecting and planning SOE 
programs that would result in the development of agricultural knowl­
edge. Based on this rationale, it was assumed that an assessment of 
student agricultural knowledge would be one appropriate measure for 
evaluating the effectiveness of the instructional packet two and one-
half years after its initial use with students. 
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CHAPTER III. 
METHODOLOGY 
The study was designed to evaluate the effectivenss of an SOE 
instructional packet after students had completed two and one half years 
of vocational agriculture in Iowa public scondary schools. 
Design 
The study was a posttest only control group design. Tuckman (1978) 
classified posttest only control group designs as true experimental 
designs. Using the notation set forth by Tuckman (1978) the design is 
graphically illustrated as; 
R X 0^, Og, O3, 0^ 
R 0^, 0^, Oy O4 
where; 
R indicates random selection from the population 
âïid L&IidOûi âBSIgïiûîêïiC CO tcêâuûiêfic lêVêl. 
X indicates the primary experimental treatment (use 
of SOE packet in vocational agriculture instruc­
tion for beginning vocational agriculture stu­
dents) (absence of X, indicates the control group 
for this treatment). 
O^.O^jOj represents the randomly assigned posttest, 
measures used to determine agricultural knowledge 
achievement. Specifically there are three sub­
tests of the Agribusiness Achievement Test: 
Animal Science, Plant Science and Mechanics. 
0^ represents the instrument used to collect infor­
mation regarding personal and situational charac= 
teristics of students that participated in the 
Briers experiment and who were still enrolled in 
vocational agriculture at the time of this study. 
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Population 
The population of the study was comprised of Iowa vocational agri­
culture teachers in public secondary schools during the 1977-78 school 
year, which was defined as the actual population available contingent 
upon the following conditions imposed by Briers (1978): 
1. Teachers must have taught in their present school system 
during the 1976-77 school year. This eliminated all beginning 
instructors and those who had changed positions between the 
1976-77 and 1977-78 school years. 
2. Teachers must have been using the new Iowa Agricultural Experi­
ence Program Records (Iowa Vocational Agriculture Teachers 
Association, 1976). 
3. Teachers must have been teaching a class of beginning voca= 
tional agriculture students. 
4. Teachers must have agreed to teach a unit on SOE Program to 
their beginning students during fall semester of the 1977-78 
school year (Briers 1978, p. 40-41). 
In the Briers experiment, only criterion one was used to define 
teachers and their students for possible inclusion. The accessible 
population consisted of all vocational agriculture teachers that met 
the above criteria. Briers (1978) defined the target population to be 
"both present and future teachers who meet these criteria" (p. 41). 
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Sample 
The Briers experiment sample consisted of 40 teachers/schools 
randomly sleeted and assigned to experimental treatment and control 
treatment groups. 
The procedure used In the Briers experiment "resulted in usable 
data from 33 of the 40 schools — 17 schools In the experimental 
group and 16 schools in the control group" (Briers 1978 p. 52). Data 
were collected from 388 students in the Briers experiment. 
Prior to the data collection of this study, officials at one 
school of the experimental group indicated that their school would not 
participate in completing the study. Thus, there were 16 schools in 
each of the treatment groups. Data for this study were collected from 
the 258 vocational agriculture students who participated in the Briers 
experiment (1978) and were found to be enrolled in vocational agricul­
ture at the same school as before and were both accessible and willing 
to participate. 
Treatment Levels 
The Independent variable of this study was the "degree" of access 
teachers and students had to the instructional packet on SOE. Two 
degrees or treatment levels of access were used. 
The experimental treatment group was comprised of those teachers 
and students who had access to and used the instructional packet on 
SOE entitled ^  Instructional Packet on Supervised Occupational 
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Experience Programs of BeglnninR Vocational Agriculture Students 
(Williams 1977a). The teachers in this group were provided inservice 
education on use of the SOE instructional packet. The control treat­
ment group was comprised of those teachers and students who had no 
access to the instructional packet on SOE. 
Instrumentation 
Four instruments were used to collect data. One of the four, 
Involvement in Agriculture Inventory, was developed by the project team 
for the purpose of acquiring personal and situational data on the 
participating students (Appendix A). The remaining three instruments 
used were three of the four subtests of the Agribusiness Achievement 
Test developed by Peterson, Harvill, and Horner (1973). The subtests 
used were those on animal science, plant science and mechanics. The 
subtests on management was not used. 
Peterson and associates (1973) spent more than seven years devel­
oping agricultural tests. The culmination of their efforts was the 
final version of the Agribusiness Achievement Test, which is comprised 
of four subtests, each having 50 five-option multiple choice items. 
The four subtest content areas were identified through a review of 
agriculture texts and Instructional materials, and through interaction 
with high school vocational agriculture teachers. An experimental 
subtest was developed for each of the four content areas. Initially, 
100 items Were prepared for each subtest and submitted to specialists 
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in the content area. The specialists evaluated each item for accuracy 
of content. In 1971, items were administered to vocational agriculture 
students who had completed course work in the subject matter area. The 
sample consisted of students in 34 high schools representing the states 
of Iowa, Nebraska, and South Dakota. After an item analysis, 50 items 
per subtest were selected based on a balance of content, item difficulty 
level anH other indices of discrimination. 
The Agribusiness Achievement Test was standardized in April of 1972. 
National norms are based on the achievement of the standardization 
sample, which consisted of 4,885 vocational agricultural students In 
grades 9-12 from 63 high schools in 25 states who completed the four 
subtests. 
Data from the standardization sample were used In determining 
reliability measures for the Agribusiness Achievement Test by subtest 
and grade level. Coefficients were obtained by the odd-even split-halves 
method; the results were then corrected by the Spearman-Brown Formula. 
The reliability coefficients for grade 11 for the three subtests used 
in this study are: 
Animal Science .362 
Plant and Soil Science .859 
Mechanics .860 (Peterson, Harvill, and Horner, 1973) 
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The content of the three subtests used in this study is outlined 
below: 
I. Animal Science 
A. Dairy Cattle 
1. Breeds 
2. Diseases 
3. Selection 
4. Care and Management 
5. Products 
B. Beef Cattle 
1. Breeds 
2. Diseases 
3. Selection 
4. Care and Management 
5. Marketing 
Swine 
1. Breeds 
2. Diseases 
3. Selection 
4. Care and Management 
5. Marketing 
Sheep 
1. Selection 
2. Care and Management 
3. Marketing 
E. Poultry 
1. Breeds 
2. Selection 
3. Care and Management 
4. Eggs 
F. Horses 
1. Breeds 
25 
3. Care and Management 
4. Feeds 
G. Feeds and Feeding 
H. Livestock Breeding 
I. Livestock Management Systems 
II. Plant and Soil Science 
Soils 
1. Composition 
2. Erosion 
3. Irrigation 
4. Fertilizer 
5. Ecology 
Plants 
1. Breeding 
2. Weeds 
3. Diseases 
4. Insects 
5. Grasses 
6. Legumes 
7. Cereals 
8. Horticulture 
III. Mechanics 
A. Machines 
1. Farm Implements 
2. Engines 
B. Construction 
1. Carpentry 
2. Painting 
3. Fencing 
Is,. Masonry 
C. Welding 
D. Electricity (Peterson, Karvill and Kornar, 1973, p. 12-13) 
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These subtests of the Agribusiness Achievement Test cover the range of 
typical vocational agriculture instructional programs in Iowa public 
secondary schools through the end of the junior year. Typically, the 
senior year of these programs emphasizes management; therefore the 
subtest on management was not deemed appropriate for this study. 
Collection of Data 
The Involvement in Agricultural Inventory was administered to all 
participating students. A table of random numbers was generated at the 
Iowa State University Computing Center for the purpose of random 
assignment of students to the three agricultural knowledge achievement 
instruments so that each student completed only one of the Agribusiness 
Achievement subtests. 
Letters were mailed to the selected schools in which the data were 
to be collected, informing school personnel about the study and to seek 
permission to work with the selected vocational agriculture class at 
their school. 
The selected schools were divided into five groups based on geo­
graphical location to minimize travel required of the research team to 
collect data. Members of the project team then called the schools for 
approval to collect data and to establish appointment dates. 
On February 22, 1980, Instrument packets were assembled for each 
participating student and were organized by the school. Data Wèrê 
collected and coded by the project team in the two week period begin­
ning February 25, 1980. 
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Data Analysis 
Data were analyzed at the Iowa State University Computational 
Center using the following subprograms from the Statistical Analysis 
System (SAS): PROC PRINT; PROC FREQ Tables; PROC MEANS; PROC ANOVA/ 
Duncan's Multiple Range Test; and PROC GLM (General Linear Models 
Procedure)/Correlation Coefficients/PROB |r| under Ho: RHO = 0. The 
work of Ostle and Mensing (1975) was used as a reference for statistical 
treatment and interpretation of the results. 
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CHAPTER IV. 
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 
This chapter presents the results of data analyses which are 
organized in sections conforming to the objectives of the study; (1) 
student characteristics; (2) changes in occupational and post high 
school plans; (3) agricultural knowledge achievement ; (4) student agri­
cultural knowledge achievement ; (5) effect of SOE packet on agricultural 
knowledge achievement; (6) relations between teacher stability and agri­
cultural knowledge achievement; (7) relations among agricultural knowl­
edge achievement variables and student post treatment variables (Student 
post treatment variables were measured after treatment by Briers (1978) 
and are identified as: post Knowledge of SOE, post Attitude toward SOE, 
and SOE plan score). 
Student Characteristics 
Two hundred fifty-eight (66.49%) of the 3S8 students previously in 
the Briers (1978) experiment provided data; of these, 112 or 43.4 per­
cent were subjected to the control treatment, 146 or 56.6 percent were 
subjected to the experimental treatment as reported in Table 1. One 
hundred forty-eight (57.4%) of the students were found to be in voca­
tional agricultural programs still conducted by the teacher who was in 
charge at the time of the Briers experiment; while 110 (42.6%) of the 
students were enrolled in programs where another teacher had been 
employed. As expected, a high proportion (87 percent) of the students 
29 
(95% of those responding to the item) were in their third (junior) year 
of vocational agriculture. 
At the time of the Briers (1978) experiment, about three-fourths of 
the students lived on farms, and more than 60 percent of their fathers 
or guardians were engaged in farming. More than two-thirds of the 
students desired to engage in agricultural occupations after completing 
their formal education. Entry into production agriculture was the plan 
of more than one-half of the students responding, while 14% desired off-
farm occupations in agriculture. Twenty-one percent of the students 
planned to acquire non-agricultural occupations. Eleven percent of 
respondents were undecided. Briers (1978) reported students almost 
equally divided with respect to Immediate post-high school plans. 
Teachers were reported by Briers (1978) to average: 32.7 years of 
age; slightly more than nine years teaching experience, nearly eight 
years of which was in their present position; almost 13 years of farming 
experience: 4-77 classes and 4.66 preparations per day: and 12.5 stu­
dents per class, with an enrollment of 56.1 students. Briers (1978) 
found teachers providing an average of 13 hours Instruction on SOE in 
beginning vocational agriculture classes, and making 2.73 SOE visits 
per student per year. 
Fifteen teachers who participated in the Briers (1978) experiment 
were not found in their respective schools at the time this study was 
conducted (Appendix B). Eight of the original teachers had left 
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schools assigned to the experimental treatment group. Seven teachers 
had left control treatment schools. 
Table 1. Years Vocational Agriculture by Treatment Group 
Years of Vocational Treatment Group 
Agriculture Experimental Control 
N % N % N % 
Missing Cases 11 7.53 11 9.82 22 8.53 
2 years 4 2.74 3 2.68 7 2.71 
3 years 129 88.36 96 85.71 225 87.21 
4 years 2 1.37 2 1.79 4 1.55 
TOTAL 146 100.00 112 100.00 258 100.00 
Table 2 reveals that 223 (86.43%) of the students (94.49% of those 
who responded) reported three or more years of F.F.A. membership. This 
finding was expected since years of F.F.A. membership is closely asso­
ciated with years of vocational agriculture enrollment. 
As shown in Table 3, 201 (77.91%) of students reported having 
obtained the Chapter Farmer Degree in the F.F.A. These 201 students 
represented 88 percent of the students who responded to the item. 
Students in vocational agriculture are usually sophomores before 
obtaining the Chapter Farmer Degree. A few students may earn their 
State (Iowa) Farmer Degree during their junior year in high school. 
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Table 2. Years of F.F.A. Membership by Treatment Group 
V Treatment Group 
Experimental Control 
N % N % N % 
Missing Cases 11 7.53 11 9.82 22 8.53 
0 0 .00 2 1.79 2 .77 
1 year 1 .69 0 .00 1 .39 
2 years 7 4.79 3 2.68 10 3.87 
3 years 120 82.19 94 83.92 214 82.95 
4 years 2 1.37 2 1.79 4 1.55 
5 years 5 3.43 0 .00 5 1.94 
TOTALS 146 100.00 112 100.00 258 100.00 
Table 3. F.F.A. Degree by Treatment Group 
Degree 
Experimental 
Treatment Group 
Control Total 
N % N % N % 
Missing Cases 16 10. 96 14 12. 50 30 11. ,63 
Greenhand 6 4. 11 12 10. ,71 18 6. 97 
Chapter Farmer 117 80. 14 84 75, .00 201 77. 91 
State Farmer 
Applicant 6 4.11 2 1.79 
State (Iowa) Farmer 1 .68 0 .00 
TOTALS 146 100.00 112 100.00 
8 3.10 
1 .39 
258 100.00 
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When F.F.A. awards were examined by treatment group (Table 4) the 
data revealed that the experimental treatment group had recieved more 
awards (106) than the control treatment group (81); further investiga­
tion revealed that: in the experimental treatment group, 67 students 
received 106 awards; whereas, 61 students in the control group received 
81 awards, or about 1.58 and 1.33 awards per recipient in the respec­
tive groups. Of the total number of awards (187) the rank order by 
frequency and percent was: Local proficiency awards 62 (24.03%), Star 
Greenhand 42 (16.28%), Other F.F.A. awards 41 (15.89%), Star Chapter 
Farmer (20 (7.75%), District Proficiency Applicant 12 (4.65%), District 
Proficiency Awards 8 (3.10%). There were 23 cases (8.91%) of missing 
data and 107 (41.47%) students that reported that they had not received 
an F.F.A. award. 
Table 5 reveals that the school activities of junior vocational 
agriculture students were generally distributed as one might expect 
among the activity classifications. No large differences were 
observed in the distributions based on treatment group membership. The 
members of the treatment groups who reported activity averaged 1.92 
and 1.91 activities for the experimental and control groups respec­
tively. In decreasing order of total frequency and percent of stu­
dents who reported activity, the school activity classifications 
reported were: Athletics 157 (77.34%), 4-H 77 (37.93%), Other 70 
(34.48%), Music 62 (30.54%), None 32 (12.40%), and Student Government 
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22 (10.84%). Twenty-three students (8.91%) did not respond to the 
school activity item. 
Table 4. F.F.A. Award Responses by Treatment Group 
F.F.A. Award Treatment Group 
Responses^ Experimental Control 
N % N 1 N % 
Missing cases 12 G.22 11 9.82 23 8.91 
Star Greenhand 21 14.38 21 18.75 42 16.28 
Star Chapter 
Farmer 13 8.90 7 6.25 20 7.75 
District Star 
Farmer 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 
Local Proficiency 
Award 30 20.55 32 28.57 62 24.03 
District Profi­
ciency Applicant 9 6.16 3 2.68 12 4.65 
District Profi­
ciency Awards 6 4.11 2 1 70 Q 3.10 
State Proficiency 
Awards 1 .68 1 .89 2 
00 
Other F.F.A. 
Awards 26 17.81 15 13.39 41 15.89 
No F.F.A. Award 67 45.89 40 35.71 107 41.47 
TOTAL Awards 106 81 187 
TOTAL Students 146 112 258 
dumber of F,F,A: award responses was not equal to number of stu­
dents because many students reported receiving more than one award. 
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Table 5. School Activity Classifications by Treatment Group 
sew Actw 
N % N % N % 
Missing cases 12 8.22 11 9.82 23 8.91 
Athletics 88 74.58 69 81.18 157 77.34 
Music 37 31.36 25 29.41 62 30.54 
Student Government 12 10.17 10 11.76 22 10.84 
4-H 45 38.14 32 37.65 77 37.93 
Other 44 37.29 26 30.59 70 34.48 
None 16 10.96 16 14.29 32 12.40 
TOTAL activities 226 162 388 
Active students 118 80.82 85 75.89 203 78.68 
TOTAL students 146 112 258 
dumber of school activities was not equal to number of students 
because many students reported participation in more than one 
When the numbers of reported SOE classifications in which students 
had participated were tabled by treatment group membership (Table 6), 
the following observations were made: (1) Of reported SOE participa­
tion 95.11 percent was accounted for by the categories of; Animal/ 
Crop (own) 212 (51.83%), Working on farm other than home 104 (25.43%), 
Working in off-farm agribusiness 26 (6.36%), and School project other 
than normal classroom and shop activities 47 (11.49%); (2) Respec­
tively, 82.17, 40,31, 10.08, and 18.22 percent of students reported 
an SOE in the foregoing classifications, four (4.26) percent of 
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Table 6. Number of SOE Classifications by Treatment Group 
SOE Experimental 
Treatment Group 
Control Total 
N % N 1 N % 
Missing Cases 11 7.53 11 9.82 22 8.53 
Animals/Crops(own) 126 86.30 86 76.79 212 82.17 
Working on farm 
other than home 56 38.36 48 42.86 104 40.31 
Workin in off-
farm agribusiness 12 8.22 14 12.50 26 10.08 
School project 
other than normal 
classroom and 
shop activities 22 15.07 25 22.32 47 18.22 
Interviewing and 
observing people 
working in 
agriculture 6 4.11 5 4.46 11 4.26 
Other 6 4.11 3 2.69 9 3.49 
None 1 .68 4 3.57 5 1.94 
TOTAL reported 
SOEs 228 181 409 
TOTAL students 146 112 258 
dumber of SOEs reported was not equal to number of students 
because many students had more than one SOE. 
students reported interviewing and observing people working in agri­
culture, and three (3.49) percent reported an Other SOE; and (3) Five 
students (1.94%) reported that they had no SOE, while 22 (8.53%) 
withheld their responses. 
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Table 7. Primary SOE Classifications by Treatment 
SOE Treatment Group 
" Experimental Control 
N % N 1 N % 
Missing Cases 14 9.59 18 16.07 32 12.40 
Animal/Crops(own) 117 80.14 66 58.93 183 70.93 
Working on farm 
other than home 10 6.85 14 12.50 24 9.30 
Working In off-
farm agribusiness 3 2.05 6 5.36 9 3.49 
School project other 
than normal class­
room and shop 
activities 1 .68 1 .89 2 .78 
Interviewing and 
observing people 
working in agri­
culture 0 
o
 
o
 0 .00 0 
o
 
o
 
Other 1 .69 3 2.68 4 1.55 
None 0 .00 4 3.57 4 1.55 
TOTAL 146 100.00 112 100.00 258 100.00 
When asked to Identify their primary SOE, students by treatment 
group responded as shown in Table 7. Three categories: Animal/Crops 
(own). Working on farm other than home, and Working in off-farm agri­
business accounted for 216 of 226 responses or 95.57% of primary SOE 
participation reported. More than eighty percent (83.72%) of students 
reported one of these three classifications as their primary SOE. 
Thirty-two students (12.40%) did not respond. 
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Changes in Occupational and Post High School Plans 
Occupational plans 
Student responses that concerned occupational plans are shown in 
Table 8 by the time of response using 1978 and 1980 data for partici­
pants of this study (27 students did not respond in both 1978 and 1980). 
Some of the individuals had made changes in their occupational plans as 
evidenced by differing counts in the classification rows. An increase 
in the number of "undecided" from 1978 to 1980 was observed. Some of 
this change may have been due to the decrease in the numbers planning 
to farm. However, it should be noted that over one-half (51.95%) of 
the students still had plans to enter farming as "owners" and 2.16 
percent as "employees." 
Table 8. Occupational Plans by Time 
Occupational Plans 1978 1980 
N % N % 
Undecided 21 9.09 34 14.72 
Production(own) 135 58.44 120 51.95 
Sales/Service 12 5.19 10 4.33 
Ag Mechanics 5 2.16 19 8.23 
Products/Processing 2 .87 3 1.30 
Horticulture 0 .00 0 .00 
Resources/Forestry 6 2.60 2 .87 
Production(employed) 7 3,03 5 2.16 
Professional Agriculture 5 2.16 3 1.30 
Non-Agriculture 38 16.45 35 15.15 
TOTALS 231 100.00 231 100.00 
38 
The responses collected in this study on classes of occupational 
plans of students and their respective counts by treatment group are 
presented in Table 9. Occupational plan counts observed show that less 
than one-sixth of the students (14.73%) have planned to enter agricul­
tural occupations other than farming. A comparison of data displayed in 
Tables 7 and 9 revealed a disproportionately large number of individ­
uals (183) having Animal/Crops (own) as a primary SOE classification 
when compared to the number (125) who indicated occupational classifi­
cations which were predominantly associated with production of animals 
and crops [Production (own and employed) and Products]. Since there 
were a large number of individuals who indicated non-agricultural and 
undecided occupational classifications, it was suggested that those 
individuals accounted for the larger number of individuals indicating a 
primary SOE of Animals/Crops (own). It was also suggested that animal 
and crop related SOE programs were more readily accessible to the stu­
dents who indicated "undecided" and "non-agriculture." and that voca­
tional agriculture teachers may have promoted this type SOE as a pro­
ductive educational activity for students to be engaged in while pre­
paring to make occupational decisions and for those students who had 
plans to enter non-agricultural occupations. 
The counts in classes by treatment group presented in Table 9 were 
reclassified (See Table 10) to allow a comparison to the classifications 
used by Briers (1978). 
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Table 9. Occupational Plans by Treatment (1980) 
Occupational Treatment Group 
Plan Experimental Control 
N % N % N % 
Missing Cases 12 8.22 12 10.71 24 9.30 
Production(own) 77 52.74 43 38.39 120 46.51 
Sales/Service 6 4.11 5 4.46 11 4.27 
Agricultural 
Mechanics 7 4.80 12 10.72 19 7.36 
Products/Processing 2 1.37 1 .89 3 1.16 
Horticulture 0 .00 0 b
 
o
 
0 
o
 
o
 
Resources/Fores try 1 .68 1 .89 2 
00 
Production 
(employed) 2 1.37 3 2.68 5 1.94 
Professional 0 .00 3 2.68 3 1.16 
Non-agricultural 19 13.01 16 14.29 35 13.57 
Undecided 20 13.70 16 14.29 36 13.95 
TOTAL 146 100.00 112 100.00 258 100.00 
Briers (1978) reported that 21 percent of his sample did not expect 
to be employed in agriculture, while slightly more than 11 percent were 
undecided. In the Briers (1978) study 16 of 388 students who partici­
pated (4.12%) did not provide responses to the item on occupational 
plans. The 1980 data from the remaining students (Table 10) showed 13.57 
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Table 10. Occupational Plans by Treatment Group 
Occupational Plan E=cpariJntÏÏ"°" """""control 
N % N % N 1 
Missing Cases 12 8.22 12 10.71 24 9.30 
Production Agri­
culture 79 54.11 46 41.07 125 48.45 
Off-farm Agri­
culture 16 10.96 22 19.64 38 14.73 
Non-Agriculture 19 13.01 16 14.29 35 13.57 
Undecided 20 13.70 16 14.29 36 13.95 
TOTAL 146 100.00 112 100.00 258 100.00 
percent and 13.95 percent in these categories respectively. In this 
study 24 of 258 students (9.30%) did not provide responses to the 
occupational plan item. 
Post high school plans 
Table 11 presents a comparison of the distributions of student 
post high school plans in 1978 and 1980. Changes had been made in post 
high school plans on the part of individuals as evidenced by differences 
in row count. 
In 1980, more of these students indicated plans to attend community 
colleges or area vocational technical schools than did in 1978. Simi­
larly, less planned to attend 4 year colleges or universities; less 
planned to become self-employed; more indicated plans to get a full-
time job; and more students indicated having "other" plans than before. 
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The result of responses students provided regarding their post 
high school plans, when tabled by treatment group, are presented in 
Table 12. Briers (1978) found these students to be nearly equally 
distributed in the first four categories, where "Get a full-time job" 
included military service. Ranked totals and percent by post high 
school plans were found in 1980 to be: Attend community college or 
area vocational technical school 74 (28.68%), Become self-employed 48 
(18.61%), Attend a 4-year college or university 47 (18.22%), Get a full-
time job 41 (15.89%), and Other 25 (9.69%). Twenty-three students 
(8.91%) did not respond to this item. 
Table 11. Post High School Plans by Time 
Post High School Plan 1978 1980 
I % N % 
Missing Cases 26 10.08 23 8.91 
Attend community college or 
area vocational technical 
28.68 school 59 22.87 74 
Attend 4-year college or 
university 58 22.48 47 18.22 
Become self-employed 65 25.19 48 18.61 
Get a full-time job 33 12.79 41 15.89 
Other 17 6.59 25 9.69 
TOTAL 258 100.00 258 100.00 
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Table 12. Post High School Flans by Treatment 
Post High School Treatment Group 
Plan Experimental Control 
N % N % N % 
Missing Cases 11 7.53 12 10.71 23 8.91 
Attend community 
college or area 
vocational tech­
nical school 36 24.66 38 33.93 74 28.68 
Attend 4-year 
college or 
university 29 19.86 18 16.07 47 18.22 
Become self-
employed 27 18.49 21 18.75 48 18.61 
Get a full-time 
job 25 17.13 16 14.29 41 15.89 
Other 18 12.33 7 6.25 25 9.69 
TOTAL 146 100.00 112 100.00 258 100.00 
Agricultural Knowledge Achievement 
When the subtest raw and standard scores for Animal Science, Plant 
and Soil Science, and Mechanics were analyzed, means, standard deviations 
and standard errors of means were obtained as shown in Table 13. The 
national norm-referenced indices for Grade 11 are included. Use of 
t-tests revealed that all subtest mean standard scores for Iowa exceeded 
(.001) the national norms, indicating that junior vocational agriculture 
students in Iowa have achieved more agricultural knowledge than possessed 
by a 1972 national sample of juniors in vocational agriculture (Peterson, 
Harvill, and Hoerner, 1973). 
Table 13. Iowa Agricultural Knowledge Achievement with National Comparison (Grade Eleven) 
Iowa Sample National Norms^ 
Mean , Standard Deviation Mean Standard Deviation 
Raw Score Raw Score S.E. Raw Score Raw Score S.E. Reliability 
Std. Score^ Std. Score Std. Score Std. Score Coefficient 
Animal 
Science 29.99 7.22 .857 24.68 8.65 3.209 .862 
57.34*** 7.92 .940 51.53*** 9.71 3.605 
N = 71 N = 1056 
Plant and 
Soil 
Science 24.58 7.09 .793 21.09 8.18 3.182 .849 
55.34*** 7.56 .845 51.38*** 9.46 3.676 
N = 80 N = 1056 
Mechanics 28,24 6.77 .709 21.45 8.62 3.224 .860 
59.24*** 6.80 .712 51.69*** 9.82 2.672 
N = 91 N = 1056 
^(Peterson, Harvill, and Homer, 1973 p. 25). 
^The raw score is the number of correct responses of a possible 50. 
^Tbe standard score was deprived by converting individual raw scores to standard scores 
using tables as directed by the Teacher's and Administrator's Manual to the Agribusiness 
Achievement Test (Peterson, Harvill and Homer, 1973). 
The mean Iowa standard scores for achievement on each subtest were significantly 
higher than the national norm sit the .001 level. 
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Standard deviations of raw and standard scores for Iowa students 
are smaller in all subtests than those of the nation, Indicating more 
homeogeneity of student achievement in Iowa vocational agriculture pro­
grams than existed in the vocational agriculture programs of the nation 
in 1972. 
Iowa vocational agriculture programs should be commended for their 
performance in providing instruction that is conducive to student 
achievement; yet, the raw scores indicate that there may be substantial 
subject matter remaining wherein further ground breaking and headway 
can be accomplished through additional efforts. 
Student Agricultural Knowledge 
Achievement by Selected Student Characteristics 
Subtest means are shown in Table 14 by reported F.F.A. degree. A 
general trend toward higher scores on all subtest as degree of member­
ship in F.F.A. increased was observed. 
As reported in Table 15, the analyses of variance were used to 
determine if F.F.A. award classes were useful in explaining variance in 
scores. Mean scores differed significantly (.05 level) for the follow­
ing F.F.A. award classes: Local proficiency award recipients had 
higher raw and standard Animal Science scores, which have a correlation 
of .997; District proficiency award applicants had higher raw scores 
for riant and Soil Science, but not higher standard scores even though 
the scores are correlated at .997; students who reported no F.F.A. 
award scored lower in Animal Science than students who had received an 
F.F.A. award. 
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Table 14. Iowa (Grade Eleven) Agricultural Knowledge Achievement 
Subtest Means by Highest F.F.A. Degree Attained 
F.F.A. Degree Subtest Mean 
N Raw Score Std. Score 
Greenhand 
Animal Science 2 21.00 48.00 
Plant and Soil Science 9 20.67 51.33 
Mechanics 7 23.57 54.57 
Chapter Farmer 
Animal Science 61 30.02 57.44 
Plant and Soil Science 62 24.74 55.48 
Mechanics 77 28.97 59.99 
State Farmer Applicant 
Animal Science 2 35.00 62.50 
Plant and Soil Science 4 25.25 56.25 
Mechanics 1 33.00 64.00 
State (Iowa) Farmer 
Animal Science 1 8.00 30.00 
Plant and Soil Science 0 
Mechanics 0 
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Table 15. Iowa (Grade Eleven) Agricultural Knowledge Achievment Subtest 
Means by Reported F.F.A. Award 
F.F.A. Award Subtest 
N Raw Score Std. Score 
Star Greenhand 
Animal Science 15 30.67 58.07 
Plant and Soil Science 10 24.80 55.70 
Mechanics 17 26.12 57.18 
Star Chapter Farmer 
Animal Science 5 27.80 55.00 
Plant and Soil Science 8 20.87 51.62 
Mechanics 7 27.00 58.00 
District Star Farmer 0 
Local proficiency award 
Animal Science 15 33.53* 51.13* 
Plant and Soil Science 17 25.29 56.18 
Mechanics 29 29.82 60.82 
District proficiency award applicant 
Animal Science 2 38.00 66.00 
Plant and Soil Science 5 30.40* 61.40 
Mechanics 5 31.60 62.60 
District proficiency award 
Animal Science 2 36.50 64.50 
Plant and Soil Science 5 22.60 52.20 
Mechanics 1 36.00 67.00 
Stâtc ptoficiêiicy award 
Animal Science 1 35.00 63.00 
Plant and Soil Science 1 36.00 67.00 
Mechanics 0 
Other award 
Animal Science 13 32.15 59.61 
Plant and Soil Science 13 27.54 58.38 
Mechanics 15 29.33 60.33 
No F.F.A. award 
Animal Science 31 28.03* 55.29* 
Plant and Soil Science 38 24,58 55,45 
Mechanics 37 28.11 59.11 
* , , 
Signficaiitly tlian respsctivs subtest T&ean sccrcs possessed 
by other award classification groups at the .05 level. 
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Table 16 was also developed from a series of analysis of variance 
tests. It shows subtest means by School activity of students. Signif­
icantly different achievement (.05 level or better) are as follows: 
students who participated in Music scored higher in Plant and Soil 
Science, students who participated in Student Government scored lower 
than other groups in Plant and Soil Science, students who reported 
other school activities scored higher in Plant and Soil Science. 
As shown in Table 17, subtest performance was not affected by 
student Immediate post high school plans. Performance on subtests was 
found to be uniform for all classifications of plans. 
Effect of SOE Packet on 
Agricultural Knowledge Achievement 
Table 18 presents data from the analysis of variance in the raw 
achievement scores for all subtests (animal science, plant and soil 
science, and mechanics) by treatment, subtest, and interaction of 
treatment and subtest. The model was found significant at the .0001 
level. Treatment in the overall model was not found to be significant 
in explaining raw score variations between the control group and the 
experimental group. 
Table 19 presents data from the analysis of variance in standard 
scores, which produced the same net resijltSs 
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Table 16. Iowa (Grade Eleven) Agricultural Knowledge Achievement Sub­
test Means by School Activity 
School Activity Subtest Mean 
N Raw Score Std. Score 
Athletics 
Animal Science 44 29.59 56.98 
Plant and Soil Science 54 25.00 55.74 
Mechanics 58 27.59 58.59 
Music 
Animal Science 20 29.50 56.59 
Plant and Soil Science 23 27.65*** 58.56** 
Mechanics 18 27.67 58.67 
Student Government 
Animal Science 8 31.62 59.12 
Plant and Soil Science 7 20.00* 49.86* 
Mechanics 6 29.67 60.67 
4-H 
Animal Science 23 30.39 57.83 
Plant and Soil Science 23 24.04 54.65 
Mechanics 23 28.77 59.77 
Other 
Animal Science 21 31.38 53. SO 
Plant and Soil Science 24 26.75* 57.46* 
Mechanics 25 27.12 58.16 
None 
Animal Science 6 34.66 62.16 
Plant and Soil Science 14 21.50 52.29 
Mechanics 12 27.99 59.00 
^Significantly different at the -06 level. 
*Significantly different at the .05 level. 
**Significantly different at the .01 level. 
***Significantly different at the .005 level. 
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Table 17. Agricultural Knowledge Achievement Subtest Means by 
Immediate Post High School Plan 
Post High School Plan Subtest Means^ 
N Raw Std. 
Score Score 
Attend community college 
or area vocational tech­
nical school 
Animal Science 20 28.90 56.25 
Plant and Soil Science 19 25.63 56.53 
Mechanics 34 29.38 60.41 
Attend 4-year college or 
university 
Animal Science 14 33.29 60.86 
Plant and Soil Science 15 28.07 59.07 
Mechanics 17 27.06 58.06 
Become self-employed 
Animal Science 12 29.00 56.25 
Plant and Soil Science 20 23.40 54.25 
Mechanics 16 28.00 59.00 
Get a full-time job 
Animal Science 14 27.36 54.36 
Plant and Soil Science 11 20.45 51.00 
Mechanics 16 27.62 58.62 
Other 
Animal Science 7 30.00 57.43 
Plant and Soil Science 13 23.08 53.38 
Mechanics 5 29.00 60.00 
^ot significantly different at the .05 level. 
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Table 18. ANOVA For Effect of SOE Packet on Total Raw Agricultural 
Knowledge Achievement Score 
Source df SS MS F-value 
Treatment 1 141.56 2.98 
Subtest 2 1,172.87 12.36 
Interaction 2 400.24 4.22* 
Model 5 1,714.66 342.93 
4.+ 
7.23 ^ 
Error 236 11,201.42 47.46 
TOTAL 241 12,916.09 
Significant at the .05 level. 
Significant at the .0001 level. 
Table 19.- ANOVA For Effect of SOE Packet on Total Standard Agricultural 
Knowledge Achievement Scores 
Source df SS MS F-value 
Treatment 1 125.20 2.37 
Subtest 2 652=96 6,17*** 
Interaction 2 451.32 4.26* 
Model 5 1,229.47 245.89 4.65 
Error 236 12,488.45 52.92 
TOTAL 241 13,717.92 
Significant at the .05 level. 
***Significant at the .005 level. 
Significant ât the .0005 level. 
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Further examination of raw and standard agricultural knowledge 
achievement subtest and mean scores by treatment and subtest (Table 20) 
confirmed the findings of the analyses of variance concerning treatment 
in the overall model, and identified significant differences (.005 
level) in Plant and Soil Science scores due to the experimental 
treatment. Students who were members of the experimental group scored 
significantly higher than those in the control group. A possible 
explanation offered to explain this effect is that the experimental 
treatment provided knowledge of SOE and offered planning opportunities 
needed to achieve knowledge of Plant and Soil Science through SOE 
activities over a two and one-half year period. 
Table 20. Raw and Standard Agricultural Knowledge Achievement Mean 
Scores by Treatment and Subtest 
Treatment Group Subtest Mean 
N Raw Score Std. Score 
Experimental 
Animal Science ^ 40 29.80 57,03 
Plant and Soil Science 53 26.32 57.13 
Mechanics 42 29.12 60.14 
Mean Achievement 135 28.22° 58.03^ 
Control 
Animal Science 31 30,23 57,74 
Plant and Soil Science 27 21.15 51.81 
Mechanics 49 27.49. 58.49 
Mean Achievement 107 26.68* 56.59 
^Significantly different at the .005 level. 
Not significantly different at the .05 level. 
^Not significantly different at the .05 level. 
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After analysis of variance, Duncan's analysis of mean differences 
In raw and standard subtest scores revealed the relationships shown in 
Tables 21 and 22. 
Table 21 shows that there was no significant difference (.05) in 
the mean raw scores of the Animal Science and Mechanics subtests, but 
that they were both significantly higher than the mean raw score of the 
Plant and Soil Science subtest. 
Table 21. Ranked Raw Agricultural Knowledge Achievement Mean Scores 
by Subtest Showing Relationship 
Subtest Group Ranked Means 
N Raw Score Relationship^ 
Animal Science 71 29. 99 A 
Mechanics 91 28. 24 A 
Plant and Soil Science 80 24. 58 B 
uOt followed by â Cûiuiuûu lètcèr àre slgnx£icân£ly dirrêrénc 
at the .05 level. 
Table 22, based on standard scores shows a somewhat different set 
of relationships: (1) mean standard scores for Mechanics and Animal 
Science did not differ significantly, (2) Animal Science and Plant and 
Soil Science means did not differ, but (3) the mean of Mechanics was 
significantly higher than the mean of Plant and Soil Science. 
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Table 22. Ranked Standard Agricultural Knowledge Achievement Scores by 
Subtest Showing Relationship 
Subtest Ranked Means 
N Standard Score Relationship^ 
Mechanics 91 59.25 A 
Animal Science 71 57.34 A B 
Plant and Soil Science 80 55.34 B 
^eans not followed by a common letter are significantly different 
at the .05 level. 
From the study of these two tables (21 and 22) it was concluded 
that juniors in Iowa vocational agriculture programs have achieved more 
specific knowledge in the subject areas of Animal Science and Mechanics 
than in Plant Science. When the achievement of these students (mea­
sured by the subtests) was examined using standardized scores, Iowa 
students had achieved significantly more in Mechanics than in Plant 
and Soil Science. 
Relations Between Teacher Stability 
and Agricultural Knowledge Achievement 
Analysis of variance was used to test for relationship between 
teacher stability (change of vocational agriculture teacher in high 
schools since the Briers (1978) experiment) and agricultural knowledge 
achievement of students. Tables 23, 24, and 25 display data showing 
that no significant relationships existed between Teacher Stability 
and Agricultural Knowledge Achievement. 
Table 23. ANOVA For Animal 
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Science Standard Scores 
Source df SS MS F-value^ 
Treatment 1 8.97 .14 
Teacher stability 1 9.16 .14 
Interaction 1 31.16 .48 
Model 3 49.29 16.43 .25 
Error 67 4,342.59 64.81 
TOTAL 70 4,391.89 
*None significant at the , .05 level. 
Table 24. ANOVA For Plant and Soil Science Standard Scores 
Source df SS MS F-value 
Treatment 1 505.73 9.62** 
Teacher stability 1 16.06 .31 
Interaction 1 .no .00 
Model 3 519.00 173.00 3.29* 
Error 76 3,996.88 52.59 
TOTAL 79 4,515.89 
* 
Significant at the 
** 
Significant at the 
.05 
.01 
level. 
level. 
55 
Table 25. ANOVA For Mechanics Standard Scores 
Source df SS MS F-value^ 
Treatment 1 61.79 1.33 
Teacher stability 1 46.49 1.00 
Interaction 1 .00 .00 
Model 3 105.18 35.06 .53 
Error 87 4,052.01 46.57 
TOTAL 90 4,157.19 
^None significant at the .05 level. 
Relations Between Agricultural Knowledge 
Achievement Variables and Student Post Treatment Variables 
Table 26 is a correlation matrix showing the coefficients of 
correlations between standard scores for the Agricultural Knowledge 
Achievement variables: Animal Science, Plant and Soil Science, and 
Mechanics with the Post Treatment variables: Knowledge of SOE, Attitude 
Toward SOE, and SOE Plan Score, Probabilities and the numbers of 
observations upon which the correlation coefficients were based are 
also provided. 
Consideration of the natures of the measured constructs regarding 
student post treatment variables and the types of activities in the 
achievement variable domains, produced the following explanations. 
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Table 26. Coefficients of Correlation Between Agricultural Knowledge 
Achievement Standard Scores and Post Treatment: Knowledge 
of SOE, Attitude Toward SOE, and SOE Plan Score 
Correlation Coefficient Knowledge Attitude Plan 
Probability of SOE Score 
Standard Score 
Animal Science .48650* .15134 -.04348 
.0001 .2077 .7250 
71 71 71 
Plant and Soil Science .56407* .19563 .34239* 
.0001 .0820 .0019 
80 80 80 
Mechanics .44794* .20614* .11165 
.0001 .0499 .2948 
91 91 91 
it 
Significant at the .05 level or better. 
Increases in Knowledge of SOE were expected and found to be 
significantly associated (.0005 level) with increases in all three 
measures of student achievement, since the purpose of teaching about 
SOE was to enable students to gain awareness of SOE and to understand 
its role in helping them to learn by doing. 
Attitude toward SOE was postulated to be associated with achieve­
ment, since as a construct it is the disposition to attend or receive 
SOE in a favorable fashion. Attitude toward SOE was found to be 
significantly associated (.0499 level) with achievement in Mechanics 
only. This finding has been tentatively explained partially in terms 
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of: the observed higher level of achievement in Mechanics, that stu­
dents had more control of the outcomes of SOE in Mechanics than they 
did in Animal Science or Plant and Soil Science, and in part that the 
successes of Mechanics SOE programs are more immediately evident to 
students and are more visible to others than are those of Animal 
Science and Plant and Soil Science SOE programs. 
SOE plan scores were expected to have a significant correlation 
with all measures of student achievement; however, SOE plan scores were 
found to be significantly associated (,0019 level) with student achieve­
ment in Plant and Soil Science only. 
This finding was explained in terras of the seasonal nature of SOE 
activities in Plant and Soil Science, which would indicate that plan­
ning skills should be associated with successes in executing Plant and 
Soil Science SOE plans; whereas. Animal Science and Mechanics SOE pro­
grams are not restricted to seasonal execution and are thus more flex­
ible and do not require as much skill in planning to achieve success. 
The General Linear Models (GLM) procedure for analyzing variance 
was used to determine if post treatment assessment scores, acquired by 
Briers (1978), were related to the agricultural knowledge achievement 
of those same students two and one-half years later; and if so, in 
what manner. Relationships were discovered as shown in Tables 27, 29 
and 31. 
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Table 27 presents the results of the analysis of variance and 
relationship descriptors between Animal Science standard scores and the 
independent variables: Knowledge of SOE, Attitude Toward SOE, and SOE 
Plan Score. Only Knowledge of SOE were determined to reliably useful 
in predicting student achievement in Animal Science. 
Table 28 shows the estimated parameters produced for use in pre­
dicting Animal Science standard scores when the non-significant inde­
pendent variables were dropped from the model. Ostle and Mensing (1975) 
wrote the general model: 
?1 - Bo + *1 %i + Si 
Y. represents the predicted achievement of a given individual 
^ in Animal Science, 
3q represents the intercept, 
represents the slope coefficient for the Knowlege of SOE 
score, 
represents the observed Knowledge of SOE score for the given 
individual, and 
represents the random error of observation. 
From the estimated parameters, the best prediction of the Animal 
Science achievement score for an individual student is calculated 
using the regression equation below: 
= 39.82 + [.2488 (Knowledge of SOE score)]. 
For example, using the mean Knowledge of SOE score (70.38) for 
individuals who took the Animal Science subtest and the estimated 
parameters shown in Table 28, the best prediction for the group mean 
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standard achievement score in Animal Science is calculated as shown; 
Y = 39.82 + [.2488 (70.38)] 
Y = 57.33, which is consistent with the group mean shown in Table 
13. The 95 percent mean confidence interval is 43.33 to 71.33, which 
indicates that there is a 95 percent level of confidence that the popu­
lation mean achievement score will be within the specified limits. 
Table 27. GLM Procedure for Effect of Student Post Treatment; Knowledge 
of SOE, Attitude Toward SOE, and SOE Plan Score on Animal 
Science Standard Score 
Source df SS MS F-value 
Knowledge of SOE 1 1,039.48 21.12t 
Attitude Toward SOE 1 20.47 .42 
SOE Plan Score 1 33.67 .68 
Model 3 1,093.61 364.54 7.41 tt 
Error 67 3,298.28 49.23 
TOTAL 70 4,391.89 
Intercept = 43-34, PR >|T1 = .0001; 
Slope Knowledge of SOE = .2637, PR> | t| = .0001; 
Slope Attitude = .0427, PR> |t| = .760; 
Slope Plan Score = -.0323, PR> |T| = .411. 
^Significant at the .0005 level. 
^^Significant at the .0001 level. 
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Table 28. GLM Procedure for Effect of Student Post Treatment Knowledge 
of SOE on Animal Science Standard Score 
Source df SS MS F-value 
Knowledge of SOE 1 1,039.48 1,039.48 21.39tt 
Error 69 3,352.41 48.59 
TOTAL 70 
Intercept = 39.82, PR > |T| = .0001, S.E. = 3.88; 
Slope Knowledge of SOE = .2488, pr > |t| = .0001, S.E. = .0538; 
Mean Knowledge of SOE = 70.38; 
The 95% P.I. for the Mean Animal Science standard score = (43.33, 71.33). 
tt 
Significant at the .0001 level. 
Table 29 shows the initial GLM procedure for analysis of Plant and 
Soil Science standard scores. Knowledge of SOE and SOE Plan Score were 
both significant in the overall model, while Attitude Toward SOE was 
not. In further analysis Attitude Toward SOE was deleted from the 
model causing SOE Plan Score to no longer have a significant relation­
ship to the variance in scores. SOE Plan Score was then dropped from 
the model, leaving only Knowledge of SOE. The results of this analysis 
are displayed in Table 30. 
Data in Table 30 allow the following equation to be used as 
exemplified above for predicting Plant and Soil Science scores, when 
studerit Knowledge of SOE seoee is knowa: 
= 40.82 + [.2089 (Knowledge of SOE Score)]. 
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Table 29. GLM Procedure For Effect of Student Post Treatment: Knowl­
edge of SOE, Attitude Toward SOE, and SOE Plan Score on 
Plant and Soil Science Standard Score 
Source df SS MS F-value 
Knowledge of SOE 1 1,436.83 37.89tt 
Attitude Toward SOE 1 2.56 .07 
SOE Plan Score 1 194.16 5.12* 
Model 3 1,633.54 544.51 14.36tt 
Error 76 2,882.34 37.93 
TOTAL 79 4,515.89 
Intercept 42.98, PR>| T 1 
Slope Knowledge of SOE = 
Slope Attitude = 0.138, 
Slope Plan Score = 0.086 
= .0001; 
0.200, PR> |T | = 
PR> |T|= .143; 
, PR> |T| = .026. 
.0001; 
*Signiflcant at the .05 level. 
++ 
Significant at the .0001 level. 
Table 30. GLM Procedure for Effect of Student Post Treatment Knowledge 
of SOE on Plant and Soil Science Standard Score 
Source df SS MS F-value 
Knowledge of SOE 1 1,436.83 1,436.83 36.40tt 
Error 78 3,079,06 39,48 
TOTAL 79 4,515.89 
Intercept = 40.82, PR > [t] = .0001, S.E. = 2.51; 
Slope Knowledge of SOE ^ .2089, PR > |Tj = .0001, S.E. = .0346; 
Mean Knowledge of SOE = 69.50; 
The 95% P.I. for the Mean Plant and Soil Science standard score = 
(42.75, 67.93). 
4-4" 
Significant at the .0001 level. 
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As shown in Table 31, the GLM procedure revealed that only Knowl­
edge of SOE was significantly related to Mechanics achievement standard 
scores. When the non-related variables were dropped from the model, 
the data presented in Table 32 were obtained, whereby the prediction 
equation for the Mechanics standard score, when Knowledge of SOE is 
known was written: 
= 45.69 + [.1883 (Knowledge of SOE Score)]. 
Table 31. GLM Procedure for Effect of Student Post Treatment: Knowl­
edge of SOE, Attitude Toward SOE, and SOE Plan Score on 
Mechanics Standard Score 
Source df SS MS F-value 
Knowledge of SOE 1 837.82 21.74ft 
Attitude Toward SOE 1 .02 o
 
o
 
SOE Plan Score 1 3.06 
00 o
 
Model 3 840.90 280.30 7.27*** 
Error 86 3.314.70 38.54 
TOTAL 89 4,155.60 
Intercept = 45.38, PR> | T| = .001; 
Slope Knowledge of SOE • ,1887, PR> ItI = .0001; 
Slope Attitude = 
Slope Plan Score 
.0044, PR> |T 
= .0082, PR> 
.967; 
= .779. 
***Significant at the .005 level. 
ttSignificant at the .0001 level. 
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Table 32. GLM Procedure for Effect of Student Post Treatment Knowledge 
of SOE on Mechanics Standard Score 
Source df SS MS F-value 
Knowledge of SOE 1 834.14 834.14 22.34tt 
Error 89 3,323.05 37.34 
TOTAL 90 4,157.19 
Intercept = 45.69, PR > |T| = .0001, S.E. = 2.94; 
Slope Knowledge of SOE = .1883, PR > |T| = .0001, S.E. = ,0398; 
Mean Knowledge of SOE = 72.01; 
The 95% P.I. for the Mean Mechanics Standard score = (47.03, 71.47). 
++ 
Significant at the .0001 level. 
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CHAPTER V. 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary 
Supervised occupational experience (SOE) is a widely used method 
of Instructional delivery in vocational agriculture programs that has 
been proved through research and in practice to provide extensive 
educational benefits to SOE program participants. Participation in 
quality SOE programs has been shown to be positively associated with 
student achievement and entry into desired agricultural occupations. 
SOE provides opportunities for students to learn by doing, to progress 
through developmental tasks, to be reinforced by experiencing success, 
and to achieve educational and occupational goals. Thus, since 
"experience is the best teacher," a delivery system that provides 
professional supervision to individually programmed experiences is 
surely a very necessary, desirable, and productive element of instruc­
tion in vocational agriculture. 
This study was a posttest only experimental design with the 
following objectives; (1) to identify personal and situational charac­
teristics of junior vocational agriculture students in Iowa; (2) to 
assess changes in occupational and educational plans of vocational 
agriculture students in Iowa; (3) to determine the agricultural knowl­
edge achievement of vocational agriculture students in Iowa; (4) to 
describe the achievement level of students by selected characteristics; 
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(5) to determine if significant differences exist among student agricul­
tural knowledge achievement variable levels; (6) to determine the 
effectiveness of an SOE instructional packet as evaluated by the follow­
ing student agricultural knowledge achievement variables; 
a) knowledge of animal science, 
b) knowledge of plant and soil science, 
c) knowledge of agricultural mechanics; 
(7) to determine if significant relationships exist between teacher 
tenure and student agricultural knowledge achievement variables; (8) to 
determine if significant relationships exist among student agricultural 
knowledge achievement variables and; student post knowledge of SOE, 
student post attitude toward SOE, and student SOE program planning. 
This study was conducted as a follow-up (delayed posttest) of the 
Briers (1978) experiment. He summarized his research procedure saying: 
The study was conducted during fall semester, 1977 to 
evaluate the effectiveness of an instructional packet 
on SOE programs for beginning vocational agriculture 
students in Iowa. Effectiveness was assessed in terms 
of (1) student knowledge of SOE, (2) student attitude 
toward SOE, and (3) student planning of individual SOE 
programs. Two treatment levels were used: (1) 
teachers were provided the instructional packet and 
inservice education on its use (experimental group) 
and (2) teachers were not allowed access to the 
instructional packet (control group). 
The pretest-posttest control group design was used in 
the study. Pretest measures of (1) student personal 
and situational variables, (2) student knowledge of SOE, 
and (3) student attitude toward SOE were collected 
before the experimental Instruction began. At the con­
clusion of this instruction, posttest Instruments 
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collected information concerning (1) student knowl­
edge of SOE, (2) student attitude toward SOE, (3) 
student planning of their SOE programs, and (4) 
teacher personal, situational, and programmatic 
variables. 
Teachers were randomly selected from a frame of 
experienced vocational agriculture teachers in Iowa, 
and they were randomly assigned to the control or 
experimental group. Actually, each experimental 
unit consisted of the teacher and his beginning 
vocational agriculture class (Briers, 1978, 
pp. 59-60). 
This research was needed to provide data: relevant to student 
achievement in vocational agriculture in Iowa, to assess the long term 
(two and one-half years) effect of the SOE packet, and to investigate 
the effects of selected independent variables on agricultural knowl­
edge achievement. 
Data for this study were collected from the 258 vocational agri­
culture students who participated in the Briers (1978) experiment and 
were found to be enrolled in vocational agriculture in 1980 at the same 
school as before, who were both accessible and willing participants. 
Data were collected in 32 of the 33 original participating schools. 
Four instruments were used to collect data. One of the four, 
Involvement in Agriculture Inventory, was developed by the project team 
for the purpose of acquiring personal and situational data on the 
participating students (Appendix A). The remaining three instruments 
used were three of the four subtests of the Agribusiness Achievement 
Test developed by Peterson, Harvill and Homer (1973). The subtests 
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used were those on animal science, plant and soil science, and 
mechanics. The Involvement in Agricultural Inventory was administered 
to all students in the sample. A table of random numbers was generated 
at the Iowa State University Computing Center for the purpose of random 
assignment of students to the three agricultural knowledge achievement 
instruments so that each student completed only one of the Agribusiness 
Achievement subtests. Letters were mailed to the selected schools about 
the study and to seek permission to work with the selected vocational 
agriculture class at their school. 
The selected schools were divided into five groups based on geo­
graphical location to minimize travel required of the research team to 
collect data. Members of the project team then called the schools for 
approval to collect data and to establish appointment dates. On 
February 22, 1980 instrument packets were assembled for each partici­
pating student and were organized by schools. Data were collected and 
coded by the project team in the two week period beginning February 25, 
1980. 
Data were analyzed at the Iowa State University Computational 
Center using the following subprograms from the Statistical Analysis 
System (SAS): PROC PRINT; PROC FREQ Tables; PROC MEANS; PROC ANOVA/ 
Duncan's Multiple Range Test; and PROC 6LM (General Linear Models 
Procedure)/Gorrelation Coefficients/PROB |Rj under Ho; HHO = 0, 
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Conclusions 
From the analysis of data provided by the 258 students the follow­
ing conclusions were made: 
1. Of the students who enrolled in beginning vocational agricul­
ture classes in Iowa public secondary schools in 1978, 66.49 
percent were enrolled in a vocational agriculture class two 
and one-half years later (1980). 
2. Eight-six (86.43) percent of juniors enrolled in public sec­
ondary school vocational agriculture programs reported being 
members of the F.F.A. for three or more years. 
3. Seventy-eight (77.91) percent of the students reported attain­
ment of the Chapter Farmer Degree in F.F.A. 
4. Less than fifty (49.61) percent of the students received 
F.F.A. awards at an average of 1.46 each. 
5. The most prevalent F.F.A. awards were the Local Proficiency 
award (received by 24 percent of students) and the Star Green-
hand Award (received by 16 percent of students). 
6. The school activities and percents of students participating 
for these juniors in vocational agriculture were: athletics 
(60.85%), 4-H (29.84%), other (27.13%), music (24.03%), and 
student government (8.53%). More than seventy-five (76.29) 
percent of reported school activity was comprised of : 
athletics, 4-H, and music. 
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7. More than 95 percent (95.11%) of reported SOE participation by 
Iowa junior vocational agriculture students consisted of: 
Animal/Crops (they own)* 51.83%; Working on farm other than 
home (25.42%); School projects other than normal classroom and 
shop activities (11.49%); and Working in off-farm agribusinesses 
(6.36%) 
8. The primary types of SOE that Iowa vocational agriculture 
juniors had were as follows: 
a) ownership of animals and/or crops (70.93%), 
b) work on farm other than their home farm (9.30%), 
c) work in off-farm agribusinesses (3.49%). 
9. Iowa vocational agriculture students had made occupational 
choices and plans. Occupational plans in 1980 were generally 
consistent with but different from those reported in 1978. 
10. The largest group (almost 47 percent) of Iowa juniors observed 
in vocational agriculture desire to enter production agricul­
ture as owners. The remainder plan to enter agricultural 
occupations as follows; 
a) agricultural mechanics (7 percent), 
b) agricultural sales and service (4 percent), 
c) production agriculture employee (2 percent), 
d) agricultural products and processing (1 percent), 
e) professional occupations in agriculture (1 percent), 
f) agricultural resources and forestry (1 percent). 
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11. None of the students in the sample reported plans to enter 
occupations in horticulture. 
12. Fourteen (14) percent of observed Iowa juniors in vocational 
agriculture planned to enter non-agricultural jobs. 
13. Fourteen (14) percent of observed Iowa juniors in vocational 
agriculture were undecided on occupational plans. 
14. Observed student post high school plans have changed in that 
less planned for attending four year college or university or 
becoming self employed; while more planned to; attend community 
college/area vocational technical schools, get a full-time job 
or do "other" things. 
15. About 47 percent of observed juniors enrolled in vocational 
agriculture in Iowa had plans to pursue further education at 
area vocational-technical schools, community colleges, or four 
year colleges or universities. 
16. More tîtâîl 18 pêcCêïic ôf Ëhèàê juniors planned to become self-
employed after high school. 
17. Almost 16 percent of these juniors planned to get a full-time 
job immediately after high school. 
18. Almost 10 percent of these juniors enrolled in Iowa vocational 
agriculture programs had other post high school plans than 
those specified above. 
19. The levels of agricultural knowledge achievement in animal 
science, plant and soil science, and agricultural mechanics 
71 
demonstrated by juniors enrolled In these Iowa vocational 
agriculture programs were significantly higher than those of 
their 1972 national counterparts. 
20. Student achievement In the observed Iowa secondary programs of 
vocational agriculture was more homogeneous than that of the 
national norm reference group. 
21. Based on comparisons of mean raw scores for the achievement 
subtests with potentially possible scores, there was still 
substantial room for Improvement of Instruction in the observed 
Iowa public secondary vocational agriculture programs. 
22. Students who received the Chapter Farmer Degree had higher 
agricultural knowledge achievement than students having only 
the Greenhand Degree. 
23. Iowa juniors who received Local Proficiency Awards through 
F.F.Â. had achieved more animal science knowledge than those 
who did not receive the awards. 
24. Iowa juniors who were District Proficiency Award applicants 
achieved significantly more in plant and soil science than 
have those who did not apply. 
25. Iowa vocational agriculture students of junior standing in 
secondary programs who had received no F.F.A. award did not 
achieve as much in animal science as did those who had 
received an F.F.A. award. 
I 
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26. Students who participated In music achieved more In plant and 
soil science than those who did not participate In music. 
27. Students of junior standing in vocational agriculture programs 
who participated in student government did not achieve as well 
in plant and soil science as those who did not participate in 
student government. 
28. Achievement in animal science, plant and soil science, and 
mechanics was not associated with the immediate post high 
school plans of these juniors enrolled in secondary vocational 
agriculture programs of Iowa. 
29. The experimental treatment alone did not account for a signifi­
cant amount of variance in the overall agricultural knowledge 
achievement of these Iowa juniors in vocatonal agriculture. 
30. An interaction existed between the experimental treatment and 
subtests (measures of agricultural knowledge achievement). 
31. Students in the experimental treatment group had significantly 
higher achievement in plant and soil science than those in the 
control group. 
32. The SOE packet was effective as a teaching tool. It was 
responsible for significantly higher student achievement in 
plant and soil science. 
33. The raw achievement scores in animal science and mechanics of 
these Iowa juniors in vocational agriculture were significantly 
higher than their plant and soil science raw achievement score. 
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34. The mean standardized score for the achievement of these Iowa 
junior vocational agriculture students in mechanics was 
significantly higher than their mean standardized score in 
plant and soil science. 
35. Teacher stability (change of teacher from time of initial 
student enrollment in vocational agriculture) was not related 
to the agricultural knowledge achievement of juniors in Iowa 
vocational agriculture programs. 
36. There was no interaction between use of the SOE packet and 
teacher stability (change of teacher), indicating that the SOE 
packet had the same effect over two and one-half years upon 
student achievement whether the teacher remained in the school 
or not. 
37. Knowledge of SOE possessed by these 1978 freshman in vocational 
agriculture in Iowa was found to be a reliable predicator of 
their achievement in animal science, plant and soil science, 
and mechanics as 1980 juniors in the same schools. 
38. There were positive correlations between knowledge of SOE and 
each of the achievement variables (animal science, plant and 
soil science, and mechanics). 
39. There was a positive correlation between attitude toward SOE 
and achievement in mechanics. 
40. There was a positive correlation between SOE plan scores and 
achievement in plant and soil science-
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Recommendations 
This research: identified characteristics of 1980 junior vocational 
agriculture students in randomly selected and assigned Iowa secondary 
public schools; assessed changes in occupational and educational plans 
of those students; determined the agricultural knowledge achievement of 
Iowa vocational agriculture students; described the agricultural knowl­
edge achievement of students by selected characteristics; determined that 
that significant differences existed among student agricultural knowl­
edge achievement variables; determined the effectiveness of an SOE 
instructional packet when evaluated in terms of student achievement (in 
animal science, plant and soil science, and agricultural mechanics); 
determined that no significant relationships existed between student 
agricultural knowledge achievement variables and the independent 
variables of attitude toward SOE and SOE planning score. 
When considering the recommendations herein, you should acknowl­
edge possible bias in sampling that might exist, sines Briers (1978) 
stipulated that the teacher in the randomly chosen school must have at 
least one year teaching experience in that school prior to the 
inclusion of that school in his study. The findings warrant consider­
ation of the following recommendations by those who are responsible 
for planning, initiating, conducting, evaluating, and improving 
secondary vocational agriculture programs in Iowa. 
1. Occupational guidance should be provided before admission to 
vocational programs to help students choose programs that are 
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appropriate for their occupational/career objectives. 
2. F.F.A. membership should continue to be encouraged or required. 
3. F.F.A. award programs should be continued and reflect individ­
ual achievement in SOE. 
4. Participation in school activities should be encouraged. 
5. SOE programs should be planned based on student occupational 
interests that are realistic in terms of occupational oppor­
tunity in Iowa. 
6. Guidelines for developing and conducting SOE programs should 
be developed. 
7. SOE guidelines should place emphasis on the development of SOE 
programs in light of the occupational and educational plans of 
students. 
8. Emphasis should be placed on research and development of SOE 
packets or other teaching materials designed to develop more 
knowledge about and interest in those agricultural occupations 
classifications that are opportune and needed in Iowa voca­
tional agriculture programs; yet, may be underrepresented in 
Iowa secondary vocational agriculture programs. 
9. Students who do not plan to seek agricultural jobs or occupa­
tions should be provided with occupational guidance that will 
enable them to achieve in their chosen areas of occupational 
interest. 
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10. Secondary vocational agriculture programs in Iowa should be 
articulated with the post-secondary programs that students 
plan to enter. 
11. Iowa personnel associated with secondary vocational agricul­
ture programs should be informed of the agricultural knowl­
edge achievement level of vocational agriculture students and 
challenged to continue to set examples of innovative excellence 
for the nation. 
12. Additional emphasis should be placed on student achievement in 
plant and soil science. 
13. Since knowledge of SOE is associated postively with student 
achievement in vocational agriculture and can be used to pre­
dict agricultural knowledge achievement, test results from the 
knowledge of SOE Instrument should be interpreted and used to 
prescribe supplementary instruction concerning SOE for 
increased student achievement. 
14. Vocational agriculture teachers should continue to use the SOE 
instructional packet as a teaching tool to help provide guid­
ance and help to individual students in selecting and planning 
their SOE programs. 
15. Preservice and inservice education should be provided so that 
teachers will understand the role of the SOE packet In helping 
them provide efficient instruction that will give students 
opportunities to achieve through supervised occupational 
experience (learn by doing). 
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16. Additional research Is needed to determine whether the SOE 
packet contributes to student achievement when measures other 
than knowledge are used, specifically: financial, social, and 
psychological measures of achievement. 
17. A follow-up of these students should be conducted to determine 
the long term effects of the SOE packet (Such as student entry 
and advancement in agricultural occupations they identified 
when planning SOE programs). 
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INVOLVEMENT IN AGRICULTURE INVENTORY 
Directions: Please answer each of the questions with an "X" or fill in the 
blank provided. Be as accurate as possible and please respond 
to all questions. 
1. How many years of vocational agriculture have you completed. Including 
this year? 
(1) one 
(2) two 
(3) three 
(4) four 
2. How many years have you been a member of the FFA, Including this year? 
(1) one 
(2) two 
(3) three 
(4) four 
(5) none 
3. What is the highest FFA degree you have received? 
(1) Greenhand 
(2) Chapter Farmer 
(3) Applied for Iowa (State) Farmer 
(4) Iowa Farmer 
4. What occupation (job) do you plan to enter upon completion of your formal 
education? 
5. What FFA award(s) have you received? (Check all that apply.) 
(1) Star Greenhand 
(2) Star Chapter Farmer 
(3) District Star Farmer 
(4) Local proficiency award, if so specify: 
(5) District proficiency award applicant, if so specify; 
(6) District proficiency award, if so specify: 
(7) State proficiency award, if so specify: 
(8) Others (specify) ; 
(9) None 
6. In what kinds of activities do you participate? (Check all that apply.) 
(1) Athletics 
(2) Music 
(3) Student government 
(4) 4-H 
(5) Other (list): 
(6) None 
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7. What are your immediate plans upon completion of high school? 
(1) Attend an area vocational school or community college 
(2) Attend a four-year college or university 
(3) Work for yourself (self-employed) 
(4) Get a full-time job 
(5) Other (describe): 
8. What kind(s) of SOE program(s) have you had as part of your vocational 
agriculture program? (Check all that apply.) 
(1) Raising animals and/or crops you own 
(2) Working on a farm other than home farm 
(3) Working in an off-farm agricultural business 
(4) Working with projects carried out using school land, greenhouse, shop, 
or other school facilities. (Experiences that occur outside of normal 
classroom and shop activities.) 
(5) Interviewing and observing people working in agriculture 
(6) Other (describe): 
(7) None (I did not have a supervised occupational experience program.) 
9. (Answer this question only if you checked more than one kind of experience 
for question 8.) Indicate the type of experience you consider to be the 
major one for you in 1979. 
(1) Raising animals and/or crops you own 
(2) Working on a farm other than home farm 
(3) Working in an off-farm agricultural business 
(4) Working with projects carried out using school land, greenhouse, shop, 
or other school facilities 
(5) Interviewing and observing people working in agriculture 
(6) Other (specify): 
iO. Indicate the number (and show % yours) of breeding livestock you had in 1979 
as part of your vo-ag SOE program. 
Breeding Livestock No. % yours 
Beef cows 
Beef heifers 
Beef bulls 
Dairy cows (milking) 
Dairy heifers 
Dairy bulls 
Sows or bred gilts 
Boars 
Ewes 
Rams 
Mares 
S tuds 
Nannie (goats) 
Billy (goats) 
Turkeys (laying) 
Laying hens 
Others (specify) 
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11. Indicate the number (and show % yours) of livestock you sold or that were 
consumed at home in 1979 as part of your vo-ag SOE program. (Do not duplicate 
numbers reported in question 10.) 
Livestock Sold No. % yours 
Dairy heifers 
Dairy calves 
Dairy steers 
Beef feeder calves 
Beef steers, 1 yr. 
Beef steers, 2 yr. 
Pigs, feeders 
Hogs, market 
Lambs, feeders 
Lambs, market 
Colts (horses) 
Kids (goats) 
Broilers 
Turkeys 
Others (specify) 
12. Indicate the number of hours you worked in 1979 as part of your vo-ag SOE 
program in each of the following settings. (Exclude regular vo-ag class 
time.) 
Setting Paid Hours Unpaid Hours Worked 
Farm(s) in community 
School farm (livestock) 
School farm (crops) 
School greenhouse 
School shop 
Agribusiness in community 
Non-Agribusiness in community 
Custom work 
Other (specify) 
13. Indicate the number (and % yours) of acres of land you owned or rented in 
1979 as part of your vo-ag SOE program. 
Type of Land Owned % yours Rented % yours 
Cropland _____ 
Pasture 
Commercial 
Forest land 
Other, specify 
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14. Indicate the number (and % yours) of acres of crops harvested in 1979 as 
part of your vo-ag SOE program. 
Crops Acres Harvested % yours 
Corn (grain) 
Com (silage) 
Soybeans 
Oats (grain) 
Oats (silage) 
Sorghum (grain) 
Sorghum (silage) 
Alfalfa 
Mixed hay 
Hay lag e 
Other, specify 
15. Indicate the type and amount of vegetables or fruits you produced in 1979; 
type (amount - lbs., bushels, etc.) (% yours) 
type (amount - lbs., bushels, etc.) (% yours) 
type (amount - lbs., bushels, etc.) (% yours) 
16. Indicate the types and amount of equipment, buildings and machinery you 
owned in 1979 (and % yours) that was used in your vo-ag SOE program (include 
cars and trucks). 
Type Number Model Year % yours 
17. Indicate the number (and % yours) of acres of unharvested crops you had during 
1979 as part of your vo-ag SOE program. 
Type Acres % yours 
Native grass (pasture) 
Legumes 
Cover crop 
Other (specify) 
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18. What was your net worth at the; (Could be taken from page 13 of record book.) 
1. End of 1978 or beginning of 1979. 
2. End of 1979 or beginning of 1980. 
19. In future years, we may desire to contact you by mail to ask you to provide 
additional inputs for vocational agriculture programs. If so, where could 
you be reached? (Give a permanent address.) 
(name of parent or guardian) 
(route, street or box number) 
(town) (state) (zip code) 
Directions: The following list of statements is NOT a test. There are no right 
or wrong answers. If you strongly disagree with the statement, 
write "1" on the line in front of the item. If you strongly agree, 
write "11" on the line. Use any number from 1 to 11. Please give 
your own opinion, and respond to each item. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1 1  
Strongly Undecided Strongly 
disagree Slightly Slightly agree 
disagree agree 
(20) My SOE has been a valuable part of my vo-ag education. 
(21) My 1979 vo-ag (SOE) record book was accurate and complete. 
(22) My vo-ag teacher helped me plan and conduct my SOE. 
(23) My parents helped me plan and conduct my SOE. 
(24) My vo-ag classes have helped me plan and conduct my SOE. 
(25) My FFA participation supported the development of my SOE. 
(26) My SOE has helped prepare me for an off-farm agricultural job in the futu 
(27) My SOE has helped me get FFA degrees and awards. 
(28) My SOE has increased my interest in agriculture. 
(29) My SOE has made tay vo-ag classes more meaningful and interesting. 
(30) My SOE has helped prepare me for farming as a future occupation. 
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Experimental 
Treatment 
Schools and Vocational Agriculture Teachers 
Participating In the Study 
Original 
Teacher 
Replacement 
Teacher 
School 
Atlantic 
Davis County 
Farmlngton 
Guthrie Center 
Kanawha 
Keota 
Knoxvllle 
Lake City 
Latimer 
Fella 
Pomeroy 
Clay Central 
Slgoumey 
Strawberry Point 
Stuart-Menlo 
Terrlll 
West Bend 
R.D. Beaver 
D.S. Shelton 
W.W. Cottrell, Jr. 
N.N. Bradley 
L.L. Stlne 
D.W. Sprouse 
B. Hanna 
R.E. Engstrom 
B.L. Umbaugh 
J.L. Krug 
A.J. Flala 
D.A. Binder 
T.D. Davis 
D.G. Miller 
D.R. Wilson 
S.L. Anderson 
R.H. Cast 
B.C. Johnk 
L.R. Burkett 
G.R. Hanna 
H.D. Drews 
G.L. Keehn 
D.B. Klave 
D.M. Flippin 
L.G. Smith 
Control 
Treatment 
School 
United Community 
Colo 
Corydon 
Fort Madison 
George 
Lone Tree 
Manson 
Medlapolls 
Prairie City 
Southeast Polk 
Sac City 
St. Ansgar 
Sheffield 
Sheldon 
Thomburg 
West Branch 
T.D. 
L.J. 
R.R. 
G.L. 
R.A. 
E.J. 
A.S. 
J.R. 
T.G. 
J.A. 
D.R. 
M.H. 
R.L. 
F.A. 
R.L. 
F.L. 
Kamp 
Stewart 
Shelton 
Hayes 
Sprague 
Miller 
Halvorsen 
Howell 
Ross 
Appleget 
Miller 
Hanson 
Eichmeler 
VanLoh 
Blizzard 
Abel 
J.A. Biagl 
T.D. Davis, Jr. 
D.L. Childress 
J.W. Hansen 
M.L. Strlegel 
R.E. Heltz 
T.A. Duddiag 
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Ames, Iowa 50011 
Department of Agricultural Educatio 
223Curtis$ Hall 
Telephone 515-294-5872 
In the Fall of 1977, your department was randomly selected from among 
all Iowa schools offering vocational agriculture to participate in a 
study of the effectiveness of an instructional packet on selecting and 
planning supervised occupational experience (SOE) programs by beginning 
vocational agriculture students. Students listed on the attached sheet 
participated in the study as freshmen. These students are probably 
high school juniors this year. This study involved 444 beginning voca­
tional agriculture students in 33 schools and provided information that 
showed the packet to be an effective educational tool. The research 
resulted in the dissemination of the SOE packet to all Iowa vocational 
agriculture teachers the following year. It has also been disseminated 
and used nationally. 
Based upon the situation and results described above, the Agricultural 
Education Department is initiating a companion study that would involve 
the same schools and students. The project is funded by the Iowa Agri­
cultural Experiment Station to study the involvement of high school 
vocational agriculture students In agriculture. The project would focus 
on the students' supervised occupational experience (SOE) programs and 
related economical, educational, social and psychological factors. 
Special attention will be given to benefits students receive from voca­
tional agriculture SOE programs. 
Since this study is directly related to the content and activities of 
Iowa vocational agriculture programs, I am going directly to the teachers 
involved to request permission to include their vocational agriculture 
programs (students on the attached sheet who are still enrolled in vo­
cational agriculture) in the project. If you would agree to partici­
pate in this project, a person from the Agricultural Education Department 
would visit your school to collect information from you and the selected 
students. The person visiting your school would ask you and the students 
to voluntarily provide information that could be given in approximately 
40-45 minutes (s regular vocational agriculture class in which most of 
the selected students are enrolled). 
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I feel this project will help your department as well as vocational 
agriculture programs throughout Iowa. Our ultimate goal is to show 
how vocational agriculture students are Involved in agriculture and 
the benefits received from such Involvement. Please understand that 
we are not evaluating you or your school. All Information gathered 
will be reported in group summary foirm. We would, however, give you 
summary feedback on the Information given by your students. 
Please discuss the participation of your department in this project 
with your administration. John Jones, Carlton Morris, Russell Haynes, 
or George Shorter will call you in a few days to check on partici­
pation approval, and. If permission to involve your school is granted, 
to schedule a time for the visit to your school. If you have 
questions In the meantime, call me at 515/294-5872. 
Thank you for your help in this way. 
Sincerely, 
David L. Williams, Professor 
Agricultural Education 
DLW;jch 
Enclosure 
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General Instructions to Student Participants 
Your school has granted permission for the Agricultural Education 
Department at Iowa State University to work with students in this vocational 
agriculture class. We are making a state-wide study of the involvement of 
vocational agriculture students in agriculture and studying related economical, 
educational, social and psychological factors. We believe this project will 
help vocational agriculture throughout Iowa. Our goal is to show how vocational 
agriculture students are involved in agriculture and the benefits they have 
received from such involvement. Your school was randomly selected to parti­
cipate. 
You will be asked some questions about your supervised occupational 
experience (SOE) program. SOE programs may also be called vo-ag projects, 
supervised farming programs, home projects, FFA projects, agriculture place­
ment experience, or similar terms. 
Each student is asked to voluntarily provide information using three 
different forms. (All students will not be asked to complete the same question­
naires — some forms were randomly assigned.) 
Please complete the Agribusiness Achievement Test in your packet first, the 
Work Values Inventory or Self-Esteem Evaluation second, and then the Involvement 
in Agriculture Inventory. If you do not have time to complete the Inventory, 
your Vo-Ag teacher will direct you in finishing it later and then mail it to 
Iowa State University. 
Please follow the directions on each for®» The information you provide 
will be considered confidentially and reported only in group summary form. 
Thank you for your participation in this projects 
David L. Williams 
Professor and Project Director 
Agricultural Education Department 
Iowa State University 
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Data Coding Format 
Coding for SOE Project, 1980 
(Revised 3/18/80) 
Card No. Variable 
Card No. 1 Involvement in Agriculture Inventory 
(Items 1-9, 18-19 and 20-30) 
Card No. 2 Agribusiness Achievement Tests 
Card No. 3 Involvement in Agriculture Inventory 
Card No. 4 Involvement in Agriculture Inventory 
Card No. 5 Involvement in Agriculture Inventory 
Card No. 6 Involvement in Agriculture Inventory 
Card No. 7 Work Value Inventory and Self-Esteem Evaluation 
Card No. 8 Teacher Demographic Data (Items 1-27) 
Card No. 9 Teacher Demographic Data (Item 28) 
Card No. 1.1 Purdue Teacher Oplnionalre (1 in Col, 1 & 1 in Col» 
:JÔ 
Card No. 1 
Involvement in Agriculture Inventory (Items 1-9, 18-19 and 20-30) 
Column No. Variable and Item Number Response Code (Value) 
01 
02-03 
04-06 
07 
08 
09 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
Card Number 
School Number 
Student Number 
Control/Experimental 
1980 Follow-up 
Teacher Stability 
Blank 
Years of Vo-Ag (1) 
Years in FFA (2) 
Highest FFA Degree C3) 
Occupational Plans (4) 
1 
01-36 
001-507 
1 
2 
8 
Control 
Experimental 
1 " same as 77-78 
2 = change since 77-78 
1-4 
0-4 
1 = Greenhand 
2 « Chapter Farmer 
3 • State Farmer Appli 
4 • Iowa Farmer 
1 " Production Ag (own 
2 - Ag Sales & Service 
3 - Ag Mech. 
4 " Ag Products/Procès 
5 - Horticulture 
6 • Resources/Forestry 
7 = Production Ag (emp 
8 - Prof. Ag 
9 « Non-Agriculture 
0 " Undecided 
Blank = Missing Data 
15 FFA Awards - Star Greenhand (5) 1 = Yes, 2 No 
16 FFA Awards - Star Chapter Farmer (5) 1 m Yes, 2 No 
17 FFA Awards - Dlst. Star Farmer (5) 1 m Yes, 2 No 
18 FFA Awards - Local Prof. Award (5) 1 Yes, 2 No 
19 FFA Awards - Dlst: Profs Award Appl, (5) 1 - Yes, 2 m No 
20 FFA Awards - Dlst. Prof. Award (5) 1 Yes, 2 No 
21 FFA Awards - State Prof. Award (5) 1 Yes, 2 No 
22 FFA Awards - Other (5) 1 Yes, 2 m No 
23 FFA Awards - None (5) 1 Yes, 2 m No 
24 School Activities - Athletics (6) 1 m Yes, 2 No 
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Card No. 1 continued 
Column No. Variable and Item Number 
25 School Activities - Music (6) 
26 School Activities - Student Govn. (6) 
27 School Activities - 4-H (6) 
28 School Activities - Other (6) 
29 School Activities - None (6) 
30 Plans after High School (7) 
31 SOE - animals/crops (8) 
32 SOE - working/farm (8) 
33 SOE - working/off-farm (8) 
34 SOE - working at school (8) 
35 SOE - interview/observe (8) 
36 SOE - other (8) 
37 SOE - None (8) 
38 Major SOE (9) 
Response Code (Value) 
1 = Yes, 2 = No 
1 = Yes, 2 = No 
1 = Yes, 2 = No 
1 = Yes, 2 = No 
1 = Yes, 2 = No 
1 = Attend community c 
2 = Attend a 4-year cc 
3 = Self-employed 
4 " Get a job 
5 = Other 
1 = Yes, 2 = No 
1 = Yes, 2 = No 
1 « Yes, 2 = No 
1 = Yes, 2 = No 
I = Yes, 2 = No 
1 « Yes, 2 = No 
1 = Yes, 2 = No 
1 = animais/crops 
2 = working/farm 
3 « working/off-farm 
4 = at school 
5 • interview/observe 
6 = other 
7 = none 
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Card No. 2 
Agribusiness Achievement Test 
Column No. Variable and Item Number 
01 Card Number 
02-03 School Number 
04-06 Student Number 
07 Control/Experimental 
08 1980 Follow-up 
09 Teacher Stability 
10 Blank 
11-12 Animal Science Raw Score 
13-14 Animal Science T-Score 
15-16 Plant & Soil Science Raw Score 
17-18 Plant & Soil Science T-Score 
19-20 Ag. Mechanics Raw Score 
21-22 Ag. Mechanics T-Score 
23-24 Ag, Mgt. Raw Score 
25-26 Ag. Mgt T-Score 
